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EXECUTIVE 

This statewide study reviewed the s^VN|nd federal paperwork mandates, 
'analyzed the paperwork oif 3^ agencies and SM^ari zed the Interviews of 120 
special educators. The findings of the study were as follows: 

.Data itemis were mandated, but, except for the lEP, the documents on which 
these Items were to be col lected - were JJjM" specified by state and federal 
'mandates. The mandated data items co^flf differ in qomplexity.- 

/ . ■ 

.The special education agency was required to collect at least 75 data 
items on each student. The average agency col I ected 120 data Items. 
Some of these additional data items 'were used to Identify the student 
and for the administration of the p I acement/ rev lew process. 

.Some- agencies collected many more data items than were needed to comply 
with the mandates. 



.For most special e<j^cat I on agencies, a reduction in the number of data 
items collected would require a change in the mandates. 

.The agencies col I ected from 79 to* 213 data Items on each student. 
This wide range In the number of data/It^ms collected by the agencies 
was partially due to the Inconsistent language of the mandates. 

.Two reasons were used by administrators to Justify the collection of a 
data item. The data item was col lected to comply with the mandates or 
to provide for educational planning'. 

.The time used to fill out placement paperwork was one-tenth of the total 
placement time. ' ^ 

.The Master Plan professional spent less time each year filling out- 
paperwork than the comparable Non-Master Plan professional. In the 
Master Plan agency, the resource specialist reduced the paperwork load 
of the other site professionals by completing most of the documentation. 

.Most special education teachers considered the ^documentation of^the 
placement and review processes to be useful, but admitted that they did 
not like to fill out the forms. 

.The present paperwork was simply ah organizational tool. The most 
appropriate education was Identified as'a result of the placement and 
review processes, but Its delivery depended largely on trained,* 
competent professionals. ' ' - 

.There were no paperwork bottlenecks. The bottlenecks were in the 
placement and review processes. " 

.The administrators dbnstdered the assessment results to be essential to 
the placement decision. . 

.The Master Plan agency used fewer team meetings to plac^ a student in 
special education. . , ^ 

'.There was a decrease noted In the amount^ of pdperwo'rk required by the • 
state for special education pup 1 1 counts. The state forms for pupil 
Q counts had Improved over time. 
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RECOMMENDATIOFIS^ 
Recommendations to Local Agencies 
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•Each agency should deveJop a handbook to explain (1) the steps to 
follow In the placement and review process, and (2) how to complete 
the special education paperwork, i' ^ 

•Special education teachers shou I d receive artnual Inservice on the 
special education processes^nd the efficient completion of the 
paperworks 

• Each agency s'hould determine ^wh I ch data Items on thetr paperwork are 
mandated ari(^hlch are for local use. The Items Included for local 
use should re kept to a minjmum. Duplicatlort of data items should 
jDe avoided. 

.RLAs with computerized student identif Icatloh systems shou I il *supp ly 
preprinted student identification items for ^s many of the required 
forms as possible. 1 

.Each agency should combine forms when it Is possible. For example, 
combine the assessment plan with the consent I to -assess letter, with 
the parent rights on the back. ; j 

•Recognize that the resource specialist In the Master Plan agencies. 

is assuming responsibility for much of the mandated paperwork 
' completion, thereby, reducing the work loads of the principal, 
special class teacher and the regular teacher. 

.Except for the data items -which are clearly required to be collects^l, 
the decision to collect a data Item should be based on its value for 
educational p lanhing. 

Recommendations to the Department of Education ^ 

.The Office of Specia I Education should develop a list of the data ^ 
items mandated by law and regulation. The Office of Special Education 
should identify the data Items where differences of interpretation 
exist. Resolve the differences of Interpretation^ Jpdate this \lsf 
with each law/regulation change^ <Jommunicate the changes to the 
special education agencies^ ^ 

•The Office of Special Education should study the most cost efficient 
management of the placement and review process for the following 
agencies: (1) RLAs consisting of one district, (2) RLAs. consisting 
^ of multiple districts, (3) LEAs consisting of one district and (4.\ 

LEAs consisting of rnultiple districts^ 

. •The Office of Special Education should provide procedure guides^ 
for the fnost cost efficient management of the placement and review 
process for the four agencies above^ 
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.The Office of Special 's^Educat Ion should examine the process -and , 
paperwrk load for each of the designated Instruction and services 
In ordaf to suggest a modification of the p lacement/revlew process. 
Such modification might allow case load credit for the additional 
mandaTBd assessment of students not primarily served by the designated 
Instruction specialist (see Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, 
' 121a. 532(f) and California Education Code 5630(d)). 

.Recognize that the resource specialist is assuming responsibility for 
much of the mandated paperwork completion, fhereby, reducing the work 
loads of the prlnclpa I , specia I class teacher and the regular teacher^ 

State legislative recommendations # ^ 

' ^ ■ 

•.A simplification of the assessment prqcess could enable the'staff to 
notify parents of. the referral, explalntheir rights and gain consent 
for assessment In a single step. ^ 

.Parent consent to assessment should be required only for the Initial 
assessment. Callfomi^^ Education Code (56337) states that, "Whenever 
an assessment is to be conducted by a schoolTappraisa I team or an 
educational assessment servfxre, the consent of the parent shall be 
obtained...". This requirement Is also manda'fed In the California 
Administrative Code, Title 5, 3304(d). This requirement should be 
deleted since It goes beyond the federal requirement of parental 
consent for the Initial assessment and placement (see Code of 
Federal Regulations, Title 45, 121a.504Cb) (2) ) • 

Federal legislative recommendations 

.Parent contact Involved with Informed consent are a bottleneck and 
can be a major time consumer of unpredictable duration. Legislative 
consideration should be given to how often parent participation Is 
manda+ed. Parent participation In the placement and review process 
was considered desirable by th^ special educators. Such Involvement 
was/noted to decrease as the number of contacts and/or meetings 
Increased. 

.Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, part 121a. 346 (see also 
Education Code 56336.5a and California Administrative Code 3306(a)(1)) 
Indicates that, the Individualized education program for each child * 
presently must Include a statemen-f of the child's present levels of 
educational performance. This requirement should be deleted from the 
federal and state regulations since the assessment must be documented 
elsewhere jfsee Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, 121a.533(a) (2) ) . 

.Include the Bfinual goals on the lEP, but delete the short term 
objectives froho the lEP produced at the team meeting. Short term 
objectives are most appropriately developed and periodically reviewed 
by the special education teachers and/or specialists. 
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INTRODUCTION 



Often, legislation Is not perceived as an underlying cause of 
paperwork. Government' agencies draft regulations to Implement the laws 
with little thought about the paperwork Impact. Funds were rarely 
appropriated to compensate for the paperwork costs. The data collection 
was Infrequently related to the mandated action of an agency^ 

Recently^ larger amounts of paperwork have been required of the 
special educator at the local level. Jhfs Increased paperwork stems from 
a need to assure the right to a free and apprpprfate education for a I I 
handicapped children, as maniSted by the Education for Al I Handicapped 
Act of 1975 CPL-^4-142). Cdl Ifornia also had similar legislation which 
established the Master Plan for Special Education. 

This and subsequent legislation have had an Impact on the special 
education paperwork required statewide. Pending legislation will also 
have an effect on the special education jlocumenta*!" Ion. As the laws and 
the Interpretation of the laws fay which the agency Is governed change, 
the paperwork also changes to comply. 

^ ■ . 
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REVIEW OF THE- LITERATURE AND 



PURPOSE OF THE STUDV 

•* • - 

• \ 

Stud lies of paperwork have been made at both the Federal and State 
levels. These stijdies have Identified inefflcie^ practices and have 
recommended changes to reduce the paperwork load A» The problems reported 
tn the studies reviewed briefly In this section point out the difficulties 
In finding solutions to the paperwork pro&lem, 

— : Federal Studies 

The study of paperwork at the Federal level has a long W story 
and has Included many committees and Commissions. extending back to the 
Civil War. These groups were as follows: (I) the Cockrell ^Committee, 
(2) the Dockery-CocJki'el I Committee, (3) the Keep Commission, (4) the 
Ta ft Commission, (5) the Bureau of Efficiency, -(6) Hoover Commission, 
and (7) Commlssjon on Federa I " Paperwork (U.S. Commission on Federal 
Paperwork, 1977, 3-8). 

The latest commission on paperwork reported that there were several 
types of burdens that excessive paperwork had Imposed on Institutions 
and Individuals, These burdens were the economic/ psychological and 
the cumulative effects of numerous requests for Information (U.S. 
Commission on Federal Paperwork, 19^75, 3-5). The 'Commission reported 
that "the ever Increasing volume of paperwork plagues both government 
and Industry, al Ike,"^jmtd that the volume of paperwork created by the 
Federal Government Is Increasing at an exponential rate (tf.S.' Commission 
on Federal Paperwoigk, 1977a, 3). 

The C^mmf^lon reported some key causes of paperwork. Among these 
causes were the following: CI) a lack of communication; C2) requests 
-from overlapping organizations; (3) poor program design; »nd C4) In- 
comprehensible forms and Instructions.. The Commission noted that 
"legislation and regulations are, drafted with ITttle thought as to how 
paperwork or burdens might be mlnlmjzed." (JU.S. Commission on Federal 
Paperwork, I977e, 19-21). 



■^e Comml§J5lon found that frequent- paperwork complaints by '^^^ 
goverp/ment> Industry and Individuals were: ( I ) late feedback; (2) In- 
sufficient! lead time for data collection; (3) unrealistic data requests; 
(4) Irfcbnststent terminology In the requests, and (5) an excessive cost 
for the data collection, (U.S. Commission on Federal Paperwork, r977d, 12), 

The Commission reported many case studies on ways W cut paperwork 
and' then suggested ways to cut paperwork costs (U.S. (Commission on 
Federal .Paperwork, i977f, 24-33). 

The Commission recommended to the President that audits be con- 
ducted by- agencies of the various regulatory and program agencies* 

' ■2. 



'Information gathering systems of program agencies should Include: (1) cost 
benefit* analyses to evaluate the usefulness of data In relation to Its 
cost; (2) consideration of the usefulness of the data to other Federal 
agencies an-d private organizations; (3) evatuat Ions of data for quality 
and reliability; (4) determinations as to whetlw^he data bel^ collected 
are being usedj^and (5) possible alternative ^?durces for and methods of 
acquiring the data requested (U.S. Commission on Federal Paperwork. 
1977a, 72). — ^ \ ^ 

■ ^ ■ ' 'i . . 

In l-^s report on ^edi^catt Ion, the commission warned that determining 
the cost of providing educatlona I data Is a complex problem. Although 
^ccur^te measurement of Information specific enough to provide good 
cost data has not yet been accomplished, this tasS Is becoming so 
Important that techniques must be developed soon to determine thejiosts 
of data ^.roductfon and col lection (U.S. Commission on Federal Pa'pe^ork, 
1977d, 12). 7 
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The Federal (Sovernment has mad^ extensive attempts to cut through 
the paperwork maze with the Federal Paperwork Commission and HEW Secretary 
Callfano^s Operation CommorrSense . Secretary CAIlfano asked for the 
receding of alJ 'federal regulations. Congress in response has attempted 
to Include the new language required by the Office of Education in new 
law. This Is true of the recent enactment of the ESEA Titles I and II 
(Edelsteln, 15-18). But, much of the paperwork required by Federal 
law remains. 

In special education. Public Law 94-142 has been hailed by 
legislators and educators as a law of tremendous potential, but also 
a challenge (Kennedy, 7; Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, 1; * 
Abeson and Zettel, 114-115; Hawklns-Shepard, 95). Kennedy (1978) stated, 
'^Nobody ever said the task would be easy." In -^imp lamenting the law, 
special educators reported a few of the chal lenges to be as fol lows:, 

V , . ^ • ■ ■ ■ ■ 

1. The lEP construction was a time consuming chMd assessment 
tool (Washlck, 34J. This amount of* time appeared to give 
educators much concern (Hawklns-Shepard, 95). _ . * 

2. ^Obtaining parental consent and the explanation of parent 

rights was a time consuming necessity.. The dcicumentatlon of 
the crucial communications for the ^parent's benefit was re- 
quired, but a time consumer (Hoff, ^1978) . 

3. The lE^ document was a complicated written statement. The 
lEP wa^ viewed as both a process and a product and provided 
many functions <K^ye and Aserllnd, 139). 

*• ■' ' • , ■ " 

The IE? was an extension of the procedural protect Ions, Va 'management 
tool, a compliance monitoring document, a commitment of Resources and 
a communication vehicle (Bureau of Edtjcation f6r the Handlcapped> 2). 

Kaye and AserMnd (1979) vjewed the lEP as the "ultimate process". 
This vl^w appeared to be ratified by the m#|^ things that the lEP ^ 
documerlratlon process Is required to achieve under Pufa I ic Law 94-142.^: 



The simple achf evemerft of the lEP docuraontatlon required by Public Law 
94-142 Implied the creation ^d maintenance of an extensive paperwork 
system. The challenge was t<3 create and maintain an efficient paperwork 
system. 

■• . ■ ■ ■ . ■ 

Price and Goodman (IQ^ip) studied the lEP documentation costs. They 
found that the amount of flme expended per pupil varl-ed greatly across . 
exceptionalities. They also found that writing the lEP document and 
gathering, supportive diagnostic data accounted for the major time ^ 
expenditures fn the overall document development process. They report 
that the average amount of teacher time expended in developing an 
lEP was.390 minutes (6.5 hours) per student (Price and Goodman, 448-449). 

They suggested that there was a need to streamline the lEP process 
without detr^^ctlhg from quality. TheriB was also a need to examine the 
full range of costs incurred. (Price and' Goodman, 453). 

State Studies 

At the State level, . the Educational Management and Evaluation 
Commission from testtmoijy of dfstrict and county representat I ves'-'fwqd 
many adverse attitudes toward the entire Federal-State education data\ 
collection process, such, as.; (I) proliferation of r&quests for informa- 
tion; (2) lack of adequate idad time; (3) Inadequate or out-of-date 
feedback; etc. It was estimated that Federal Information Vequ I rements 
can comprise 30 to 60% of the district's total reporting burden and 
account for over 35?. o,f the Local Education Agency's reports required 
by the State Department of Education (California Educational Management' 
and Evaluation Commission, 102). 

As a result of the commission's report, the State has attempted 
through a departmental Data Acquisition Committee to r^lew, approve 
and schedule statewide paperwork. Existing regulations have been re- 
viewed and copsol Idated and legislation has been sponsored to abolish 
certain code sections requiring Information which Isi^o longer needed. 
A broadly-based statewide committee now reviews all proposed paperwork 
to assess content, time requirements, possible dup Tlcatton, and 
col lection methods (Madden). 

. ; . Local Studies 

At the local leve^| principals .have viewed with alarm the burden 
of excessive paperworija It was considered to detract. from the effective- 
ness of school personnel In the Instructional program. Many data re- 
quests dealt with the same Issue In different forms with poorly conceived 
dlrectlor«, requiring Inordinate hours to compile (Keller, 90). 

School boards were also asking for the paperwork load to be 
rel leved (Betchkel , 30). Although principals and school boards were 
concerned about paperwork generally, there was particular paperwork 
, problems for those"^ In special education'. 

SpecTal education . teachers I plaster Plan consider paperwork to 
be of /a major.. concern ; CBarrl,ck, \ W The Individual Educational Plan 



(lEP) development required several facets which rhvolved "paperwork 
Including pretesting, posttestlng and task analysis (Hedfarlng and 
Holmes, 212-244). Teachers have found the referral process and the 
concomitant paperwork tedious and time consuming (Marver and David, 
6). The assessment reporting process also had roadb locks. « For 
example, it could take a month or more for a psychologist, to prepare 
an assessment report In rural areas and where special facilities were 
required, say from a neurological hospital, a report might not be 
forthcoming for months (Marver and David, 8). Some assessment diffi- 
culties have also come from data mismanagement (Marver and Davld,^9.). 

Special education directors Involved In the fair hearing process 
were requiring program documentation and paperwork searches (Richardson) 

Study of Special Education Paperwork 

The types of problems with paperwork reported by Federal, State 
and local studies were undoubtedly to be found to some extent In this 
special study. These problems Included the quantity of Information 
which must be recorded, the quality of some forms, the costs of data 
collection and the scheduling of various reports* 

A study should be made of special education paperwork to Identify 
the range of problems and to Identify those procedures which could 
lighten the paperwork burden. Although many complaints have been heard, 
no systematic study has been made to determine the ful I extent of the 
special education paperwork problem. This special study proposed to 
Identify the paperwork bottlenecks In specl a I education, to assess their 
severity and to make suggestions for constructive changes. 

Purpose of the Study , 

The purpose of this study was to collect, analyze and critique al I 
primary paperwork In special education required by Federal,. State and 
local mandates In order to suggest ways to simplify and .coordinate the 
paperwork effort. "Primary paperwork" Includes all paperwork collected 
to document programs for special education students and to use for State 
and Federal reports. 

The study attempted to answer the following questions about the 
primary paperwork In special dtlucatlon: 

-What data items were collected? 

-Were there systematic differences In data between SESRs and LEAs? 
-How were the data collected and reported? 
-How much time did data collection take? 
-Who was Involved In collecting the data? 
-Was there duplication of effort? 
-How was the paperwork system designed? 
-What were the bottlenecks? 
-How were the data stored? 
-How many times was the data to be reported? 
-How would the data be used locally? 
-Did the data affect decision making? 
^ -What data were required by laws and regulations? 



-What cHanges in the laws and regulations 'wou I d Insure more 
efficient practices? 



This study will, in invest I gat.^ng these questions, looked for and 
reported efficient paperwork practices. Recommendations for improvement 
In the practices was reported • 



The study of paperwork at the, Federal level has a long history of 
investigation. The paperwork burdens can be economic, psychological and 
cumulative. The causes of excessive paperwork can be a lack of communi- 
cation, similar requests from overlapping agencies, and poor program 
design. Periodic audits were recommended to assess the usefulness of 
the data; to evaluate the data for quality and reliability; and to determine 
the use of the data collected. 

In special education, the paperwork has increased since the passage 
and Implementation of Public Law 94-142. Increased parent communication, 
a multi-dlsclpl Inary assessment of the student, a team construction of th^ 
lEP, and the Inclusion of the process reportedly incredbed the documenta- 
tion time for specia I education, / 
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STUDY METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLING PROCEDURES 

Thfs study proposed to accomplish several tasks. The first was to analyze 
the State and Federal requirements In order to Identify the minimal number 
of data Items that should be collected In order to comply with the legal man- 
dates. The setfond was to analyze a sample of statewide solicited forms. The 
final task was to interview special education personnel from selected districts 
throughout the state to Identify paperwork bottlenecks. 

Analysis of State and Federal Mandates 

The analysis of State and Federal mandates Includes an analysis of the 
California State Education Code, tho^al Ifomla Administrative Code, the 
Code of Federal Regulations and the United States Code, .More specifically 
the legal sources were the following: 

(1) California Education Code (as amended fay^AB 1250 and AB 3635), 

(2) California Administrative Code, Title 5 Regulations, 

C3) Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, amended In compliance 
with Public Law 94-142 as presented, la the Federal Register, 
Volume 42, No. 163 (August 23, 1977) and No, 250 (December 29, 1977), 
part 121 a. Assistance to States for Education of Handicapped 
Chi Idren, 

(4) United States Code, Title 20, Sections I40I-I4H (as amended by 
Public Law 94-142), 

The various mandated data Items were categorized by paperwork category 
and agency type. The agency types w^re either (I) Special Education Service 
Region (SESR) or C2) Public Law 94-142 Consortium or Local Education Agency 
(LEA). The typical paperwork categories were (1) referral paperwork, 
(2) assessment paperwork, (3) placement paperwork, (4) Individualized 
educational program, (5) annual review, C6) Federal data requirements for 
program evaluation, and (7) the state data requirements for program evalua- 
tion. The specific legal references were cited for these categories. Then 
the actual text of the law was Included again across these categories. The 
summary of legal references for the paperwork requirements In special 
education Is found In Appendix A. 

Selection of the Forms Sample 

The method of sample selectI*on was to solicit all the SESRs and a . 
matching number of Public Law 94-142 LEAs, At the time of the study there 

were twenty-two funded SESRs, Los Angeles Unified School District contained 
two areas that were funded SESRs, Santa Clara (bounty Sct)ools had three 
areas that were funded SESRs. These SESRs had special education forms 
that were Identical to the other SESRs within their parent agency. This 
dropped the number of different SESR form samples to nineteen, A 
matching nineteen form samples from the Public Law 94-142 LEAs were 
selected. The selected sample was obtained by matching SESRs and Public Law 
94*142 LEAs by geographical area and special education student count. 
The.number of Public Law 94-142 LEAs solicited was twenty four. This 
larger number allowed for non-partlclpatlon of some LEAs. - 
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Each agency solicited was asked to provide special education 
papervfork In the following categories: . 

The referral paperwork of the special student, 
The assessment paperwork of the special student, 
The placernent paperwork for the special student. 
The paperwork used In the development of the lEP for the 
special student. 

The pefrfodlc/annual review paperwork for the special student. 
The management information system data requl rerpents for special 
education, and 

The paperwork used In the fair hearing process. 

For the SESRs eighteen of the nineteen responded.. For the Public Law 
94-142 LEAs, nineteen of the twenty-four responded. The provided paperwork 
brought the needed sample size to 95 percent of the SESRs and all of the 
needed LEAs (see Appendix E for the solicited agencies). 

The Analysis of the Forms 

The provided forms were separated Into *two. major, classifications* SESRs 
and Public Law.9.4-.142 LEA? (See Tables 1-f4' In Appendix E)-. Typical forms 
were used as major categortiss. For example, the ref erra l\f orm was used as 
a major category. Subcategories of data Itemk were, a Iso constructed. The 
Individual data Items were then , marked to' Indicate Whether tna agency 
collected that data*- The number 'of data Items collected by an agency was 
totaled. The number of agencies which cco I I ected each Individual data Item 
was reported* The data Items were ^Iso compared to; the State and Federal 
mandates, using- the summBry of legal references for; the paperwork requirements 
In special education In Appendix A* The Off Ice of Special Education, Forms 
(Committee, constructed sample forms to Include the mandated Items. These 
sample f orms' %ere Included In the Tables (see Appendix E) . The data Items 
were ana lyzed^-and the data Items col lectec* were rejiorted. Efficient practices 
were Identified and reported, and changes In Static and Federal mandates were 
recommended. 

The Selection of the Interview Sample 

A II of the SESRs and LEAs which were selected were also asked to grant 
the Investigator permission to Interview In their district and to supply the 
name of a contact person. Nearly all of the SESRs and LEAs which supplied 
their special education forms granted this permission. From this pool, five 
SESRs and five PuJ>llc Law 94-142 LEAs were selected to participate In the 
Interviews. The "SESRs and LEAs were categorized by the number of data Items 
collected on the typical paperwork. The five SESRs and LEAs were then 
selected from the categories as follows: One SESR and one LEA from the high 
category, three SESRs, and three LEAs from the average category, and one SESR 
and one LEA from the low category. 

The persons interviewed In each SESR or LEA w.ere as follows: 

1. The program director (1), 

2. The person responsible for data collection (1)> 

3. Program Special Ists (2), 

4. Special day class teachers (2), 
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5. Resource special 1st teachers (2), 

6. Designated Instruction specialists (2), and 

7. Principal or Vice Principal directly responsible for the 
supervision of special education teachers (2),^ N., • 

The LEAs had personnel which had titles and job roles which varied fronT^ 
the above persons, but a comparable professional was Interviewed, If possible. 
The totalY^mber of professionals Interviewed was one hundred nineteen. 

Pilot Interviews 

The San Juan Unified School District was used as the district In which 
the pilot Interviews were -conducted, thd Interview questionnaire was con- 
structed after both an Intensive review of the law and a detailed examination 
of the district forms. The aim of the subsequent Interviews was to further 
refine this questionnaire. Sixteen selected special education personnel 
^were Interviewed In the district 4t the elementary. Intermediate, and 
"^secondary levels. These personnel were the Same kind of professionals *that 
were to be Interviewed statewldey The questionnaire was differentiated 
with respect to management and /fTon-management personnel . The^ resulting 
Interview questionnaire Is, found In Appendix B. ^ 

The Interviews 

The Interviews were' conducted In relatively adjacent districts by 
* pairs to facilitate travel, and redupe expenses. The Public Law 94-142 
LEAs dl.d not usually Include an Interview of the resource teacher since 
this position did not usually, ex ts;t In the LEAs, The other matching 
personnel were Interviewed. The answers to the questtons w6re recorded 
as accurately as possible, ihe Interviewer reviewed the answers Immediately 
after the* Interview for accdracy. The Interviews were then ccpmplled foK 
each question. The answers usua 1 1 y could be categorized or classified. 
These answer categories were then reported In the findings chapter. Typical 
answers were also summarized and repor*ted. 

Sufnmarv ^ - 

- This study analyzed the State and Federal mandates as the data 
requirements In special education In California. The'SESfts and Public Law 
94-142 LEAs were solicited for a representative sample of their forms.^. 
The forms from the thirty-seven agencies were classified, analyzed and 
critiqued as to efficient practice. Ft^e SESRs and five LEAs were selected 
for Interviews of special education. These SESRs and LEAs were selected 
by the number of diata Items collected on the mandated pap4rworl< and 
geographic area, but also paired by-the number of special education 
students served. Interviews were conducted to ascertain time to process 
the forms, use of the forms, changes that could be made In the forms, and 
attitudes toward the forms. 



I 



STUDY RESULTS 

With the funding and establishment of the California Master , ^ 

Plan for special education In 1975, there has been a continual change 
In the California special education mandates. With the passage of 
the Education for Al I Handfcapped Children Act of 1975 (PL 94-1.42), 
there has been an additional change In the Federal mandates. The 
documentatPipn of the local special education agencies has changed to 
comply, with the new mandates. These laws and regtrlatfons were examf^d 
to^ determine how many special education data Items should be collect"^ 
on each student. The documents of thirty-seven agencies were examined 
to determine what was usually collected. The one hundred-ntneteen 
Interviews In ten agencies were to determine the time consumed In data 
col lection, the usef ulness.of the data coll/ected, and the attitude of 
special education teachers toward the documentation. The bottlenecks 
in the paperwork data collection were Identified, ^ 

The Typical Paperwork In Special Education 

The special education mandates were analyzed to Identify two major 
things: (1) the typJcal documents for each special education chf Id, and 
^(2) the data I tans required for each document. The Identification of 
the data Items required by the mandates, and (3) the data Items re- 
quired for local use. Once an agency categorizes their data Items 
according to these three areas, the agency could work to minimize the 
number of data Items collected. The legal ^sources analyzed were the 
United States Code (USC) as amended by Public Law 94-142, the Code of 
•Federal Regulations (CFR) as presented In the Federal Register. rthe 
Callfomra Education Code CEC) as amended by AB 1250 and AB 3635, and 
the California Administrative Code CCAC), Title V regulations. 

The laws and regulations appeared to mandate both a documentation 
system and a placement/ rev lew process for the special education student. 
Figure 1 matched the paperwork with the placement/ rev lew process. The 
placement process began with ffte referral of the student, ThI? was 
usually done on a referral sheet. The referral sheet often Included a 
notice of referral to the parent. At this point, the parent rights, 
assessment plan, and consent to assess forms. were often sent to the parent. 
The parent returned the consent to assess. The in-depth assessment took 
place and the findings were documented by the professionals Involved, The 
parent was notified of the team meeting. This notice contained the time, 
place and purpose of the team meeting as well as the people attending the 
meeting, . J 

The following usually took place In a team meeting. The assessment 
findings were discussed with the parent and summarized on the Individual 
education plan (lEP), Based on the assessment findings, the learning 
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Figure 1. the I acement Process With the Review and the Matching 
Paperwork for Special Education 

needs of the child were identified. The decision to admit the Student to 
special education was discussed. This decision was documented.! Then, based 
on the Identified learning needs of the student, the goals and objectives 
were written. The platement based on the gJsals and objectives' wis determined 

<^°c"'"ented. Lastly, the parent approval o# the assessment findings, 
eilglbinty for special education goals and objectives, and placdment was 
obtained. 

The annual review process involved almost all of the element^ of the 
placement process. The annual revie# assessment was usually not \s detailed 
as the placement assessment. In most cases, the child was assessed only 
by the special education teacher. The same forms were usually used for the 
annual review that were used for the initial placement. 

The documents completed during pfacement and review processes -were the 
referral, the assessment plan, the parent consent to assess, the notice 
of the team meeting and the individual education plan. These documents 
were typical documents used in special education. 
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The number of required data Items did not differ largely between the 
SESRs and PL 94-142 LEAs (see Table 1 below). Many of the data items that 
were required by the CalFfomla Education Code for Master Plan SESRs were 
duplicated In the. Title V regulations for the LEAs, 

^ Table 1 ) 



Number of Mandated Dara Items to Be 

Collected f on the Pl^^erpetnt of a i 
Special Education student 



TYPICAlT 
DOCUMENT 




^TA ITEMS MANDATED DATA ITEMS MANDATED 
\ FOR SESRs FOR PL 94-142 LEAs 


Ref erra 1 




,13 ■ 7 , 


Assessment Plan/Consent 
to Assess ^ 




f 

r 

19 20 


Parent' Rights 




TEXTUAL MATERIAL 


Notification of Meeting 




' 5 ,5^ 


^rndi vidua] Education Plan 




42 ^ 43 


Tot a J 




.79 75 


For some of the data items Identified, there was a real question as 
to whether that data item should be Included on the forms. For example, 
the code' of the Federal Regulations states: 



If the native language or other mode of communication of the parent 
Is not a written l^mjage,. the state or local educational agency shall 
take steps to ensure: (2) that the parent understands the content 
of the notice, and (3) that, there Is written evidence that require- 
ment In paragraph and (2) of this section has been met. 
CFR I2la. 505(c). 

ffie confusTon, fn tftTs case, was not wRether the language of the home 
should be documented, but whether there were enough cases to warrant the 
Inclusion of thjs Item as a category on the forms. The language of the 
home may simply be documented In a general comments section on £ form. 
But, the problem with making siure that the language of the homers. docu- 
mented in^tfie few cases remains. 

Decjfdlng which document should contain the mandated Item is another 
problemy For example, the annual report of .the agency to the state shall 
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Identify the number of individuals with exceptional needs, their racial, 
and ethnic data, and the special education program (EC 56352), But on 
which document should ethnicity be documented In-order to complete the 
required report and how many times should It be collected? 

^ ♦ *A problem with Interpretation of similar terms can also be a problem. 
The federal government mandates that the possible areas of assessment are: 
health, vision, hearing, social and emotlona I status w genera I Intelligence, 
academic performance, communicative status and motor afe+44 ties (CFR 
121a. 532(3) (f)) . The state mandates that there will be provision for 
assessment of the! Individuals^ development In language, cognitive, affective 
sensory, and senscSry motor functioning (EC 56330(b)). Which o^ these 
terms should be InJcLuded on the forms: Social and 'emotional status or 
affective development of the Individual? General Intelligence and academic, 
performance or cognitive development of the Individual? Communicative 
status or language development? Are vision and hearina status the same • 
as sensory development or should other senses be iip^luded? Should some of 
the above categories be Included oa the assessme|^Fp Ian or should all of 
them be Included just to be safe? So a major pHoblem identified with 
determining whether a named data item should be collected stems from the 
Interpretation of the law Into practice. No attempt was made to reconci le 
"*''?® ^i^^®'"®"^®^ between the terms. This study provided for the determina- 
tlon of what was being collected In categories constructed from these terms. 
These data col lection practices are described in the next section, 

* ^ ^ . Paperwork Analysis - * 

The pap"erwork from thirty-seven of the thirty-eight agencies was 
tabulated by the major documents.: referral sheet, assessment paperwork 
(assessment plan and consent to assess), notification of the meeting arrd 
the lEP (see Tables 1-4 of the Appendix). The Office of Special Education, 
<fa Forms Committee, drafted sample^forms which were also Included in this 
'" tabulation. A judgment as to whether each data Item, was required by law 
to be collected was also Included at the^top of Tables 1-4 of Appendix E. 



^Jhe data Items col, I ected- cou I d be classified into thl^^a-gfoups of 
Items: (1) the mandated Items, (2) the Items collected to Identify the 
student, and (3) Items solely for local use. Many of the Items which were 
collected solely for local use were consistently collected by other 
agencies. Two Items were consistent ly Included for student Identification. 
These were the name of the- student .arrd birthdate. 

The average number of Itenis collected on all of the mandated paperwork' 
for the master plan agencies was 132.9 (see Table 2 below). For the non- 
master plan agencies, the average was 108.2. The number of "items collected 
.on the documents varied widely.-* On the referral sheet, the number of items 
collected ranged from 9 to 44. On the assessment plan/consent to assess 
document, the number ranged from 3 to 38. The notice of the team meeting 
contained from 3-38 data ^items. The. number of Items collected on the lEP^ . 
ranged from 30 to 123* So the practice canged Widely for the number of 
data Items collected. On the average, the master plan agencies collected 
more Items on each document. The master plan agencies collected approxl-.; 
mate I y 25 more Items on their documents than the non-master plan agencies. 
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Table 2^ 



Data Items C/&4Jjected Versus Data I terns 'Mandated. 
By Tti^ State And Federal Governments 





SESRS 


LEAS 


SPECIAL EDUCATION 


NUMBER 
MANDATED 


AVERAGE 
NUMBER 
•OF ITEMS 


. RANGE 


NUMBER 
MANDATED 


AVERAGE 

— > 

NUMBER 
OF ITEMS 


RANGE 


REFERRAL^ 


13 


26.6 


1 1-44 




19.2 - 


9-26 


ASSESSMENT PLAN/ 
CONSENT TO ASSESS^ 


19 


21.5 


5-38 


■ 20 


19k^6 


3-29 


RIGHTS 














notification of , 
meeting'' 


5 


20.5 


8-3? 


5 


■17.5 


5-31 


individual ' 
'education pun 


42 


, 64.2 


35-123 


43 


51 .9 


30-77 


TOTAL 


79 


, 132.9 


79-213 


- 75 


108.2 


83-143 



SESR 18 not included in Tables 1 and 2 on Appendix E 
Data it«fns collected by the agencies not reported in 
in Appendix E 



The average number of data items collected on each. typical document was 

above I'he total number of mandated items (see Table 2), The exp lanation for 

the larger average number of data Items collected can be partially found by 
listing the additional items Included on each document (see Table 3). 

When the non-mandated data Items usually collected were analyzed, three 
independent categories were Identified, These categories were defined as 
fol lows:^ 

(1) ' the student identifiers were the data items needed on each 

document to Identify the student. 

(2) the undupllcated items were^ the unduplicated data. Items needed 
for the administration of the documents, 

(3) the duplicated Items were the data Items-other than the student 
Identifiers Included on more than one of the documents. 

The student identifiers were the name and blrthdate of the student. 
The number of t.lmes these two Identifiers were needed on the four typical 
documents was seven (the student birthdate was not needed on the notifica^ 
tion of the team meeting). 

The remaining non-mandated Items usually Included on the paperwork 
were .categorized by the dup I Icated and undupllcated categories. There 
were six dupl Ifated and fifteen unduprhicated items. The total number of 
Items needed on -all the typical documents was found by adding the following: 

fiNr 



Mandated ^ student : ^ unduplicated 

Items Identifiers items 



For the SESRs, this was equal to 79 + 7 + 15 =101 

For the LEAs, this. was equal to 75 +7+15 » 97. 

Therefore, a reduction of the data items for many of the agencies was 
possible, but the practical limit for the total number of data Items was 
101 for the SESRs and 97 for the LEAs. 

Table 3 .. ' 

Not. Mandated But Usual ly tl«r(;luded 

In th& Paperwork as Identification / 



ASSESSMENT PLAN/CONSENT 
REFERRAL SHEET ( I I ITEMS ) TO ASSESS . LETTER (6 ITEMS) lEP (9 ^ITEMS) 



1. 


NAME OF STUDENT 


1 . 


STUDENT NAME 


1 . 


STUDENT NAME* 


2. 


BIRTHDATE OF STUDENT 


2. 


BIRTHDATE (MANDATED) 


2. 


STUDENT SEX 


i. 


(UNDATED) 


3. 


PARENT NAME 


3. 


STUDENT GRADE 


SEX OF STUDENT 


4. 


SENDER'S NAME - . 


. 4. 


HOME SCHOOL 


4. 


GRADE OF STUDENT 


5. 


SENDER'S PHONE 


5. 


HOME DISTRICT 


5. 


TEACHER OF STUDENT^ ^ 


6. 


Lbl IbR DATE 


6. 


PARENT NAME ' 


6. 


HOME SCHOOL 






7. 


PARENT ADDRESS 


7. 


PARENT NAME 


NOTICE OF TEAM MEETING 


8. 


PARENT PHONE 


8. 


PARENT ADDRESS 




(3 ITEMS) 


9. 


BiRTHDATE* 


9. 


PARENT PHONE NUMBER 








(MANDATED) 


10. 


NAME OF PERSON MAKING 


1 . 


SENDER'S NAME 








REFERRAL 


2. 


SENDER'S PHONE 






II. 


DESCRIPTION OF ATTEMPTED 


3. 


STUDENT OR PARENT 








INTERVENTIONS (LOCAL USE) 




NAME 







*IEPs RANGE FROM 2-6 PAG^S IN LENGTH. THIS IDENTIFYING DATA 
IS USUALLY REPEATED ON EACH PAGE.' 

I ntervlew Resu I ts 



"'"he questions In the interviews were separated into question categories. 
These categories were form construction, time estimates, usefulness of the 
documentation, change§ In the documentation, trte attitude toward the forms 
and forms to complete State reports. The Interviews were summarized In two 
ways. Answers were categorized and the rgpponses summarized below: 

Form Construction 

Question ; Are the directions for collecting the data clear? 
> Yes No Uncertain / ' 



' 90* \0% 0% 




24 



The directions were usualfy either printed on the back of the forms 
or a manual w^s written to explain the form completion. For the ten 
percent who answered "no", they usually reported that no written instructions 
existed.. A second question, was usually asked about directions. This . 
question Is below: J ' 

Question ; Was inservicing required when you first used the forms? 

■ Yes' No Not Asked ^ V 

46^ 456 49? 

^ Most of the teachers who were asked this. question indicated that they 
were provided instruction on a one-to-one basis. They also indicated fnat 
observing a person fi-lling out a set of forms was helpful. 



ljuestion: - Are the fortns legible? * 
; Yes * No 

" 9 556 556 ) 

The only comments with respect to M legible forms indicated either that 
the NCR carbon copies were not properly matched or that l((ie writing on the 
last, of the NCR copies could not be read. 

^ • • 

Question: Is there enough room to write: ^ * 

Yes No Uncertain 

5856. 38? * 456 

The majority reported satisfactory room In which to write. ,But a large 
minority indicated problems with the lEP. The reported problems^usual ly were 
(I) not enough room to document fhe current performance levels or (2) not 
enough room to write. the objectives and the criteria for these objectives. 



Question: Is there a place for all the necessary information? 
Yes - N£ ■ . \ ■ 

76% 22% ' 

Again, the major^j^ indicated that there was a place for all the 
necessary Information. A few persons indicated that there was no room' 
for the necessary mandated information. For example, on the assessment 
plan, it was reported there was no place to Indicate the professionals 
assessing the student. ^ 
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Question ; Was teacher Ir^put Involved In constructing the forms^ - 
- Yes * f No Uncertai n 

- 5656.. -656 3756 , " . 

■ * 

Most of the persons interviewed indicated that fhey were personally 
Involved in constructing the forms or knew someone who was. It was observed 
that the persons who did not answer yes to this question had more suggestions 
for improving the forms/ 

Question : What information ife requested on one, two or more, forms that / 
could be deleted? ' ' . 

^ ^ ' 1^ of Add 

Nothing Some repetition Uncertain Items I terns 

4556 ■ [656 856 2956 256 , 

Some of the professionals im^rviewed Indicated that there was 
repetition in the agency's forms. Usually these Items were the Identifying 
items for the student. Almost one-*third of the persons Indicated some 
deletion could be made. Often, these suggestions even (ncluded a deletion 
of mandated items. 

Summary regarding form construction . A few of the agencies had incomp lete 
or non-existent dt rect tons for completing the required special education 
documents. The special education documents required some inserv ice training 
to comp lete. ^ The forms were generally legible. There was sufficient room 
to write on the forms except when the current levels of performance was 
extensively documented. Often there was not enough space on the. forms for 
the objectives. Many of the professionals indicated that the forms were 
. satisfactory, but some^mlnor changes could».help decrease the writing time. 

Time Estimates ' " 



The. special education professionals were asked to estimate the time 
spent on pafperwork. These estimate were difficult to obtain since each 
agency administered their p I acement/revlew process differently. In the 
master plan districts (or SESRs), the job roles of the. various professionals 
were very slml lar. In the non-master I an agency, professionals may have 
had Ident Ica L tit les, but their job roles varied widely from master plan 
agencies. For this reason, each professional was asked a series of questions 
in order to determine their participation time in the pi acement/revlew 
process. The amount of time spent completing the process^.and paperwork could 
vary within each agency depending on the job role of the professional.. The 
times could also vary^'dependlng. on the severity of the/handicap of the 
student placed. - 

The estimates were separated into two areas: ( I ) the time spent in 
the p I acement/ review process (process time) and the time spent actuaHy 
filling out the paperwork once the dat^ had been col lected (paperwork time)." 
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^ The process time and paperwrk time were estimated for these ,types of 
documents: referral, assessment p [an, consent to jassess, assessiment, notice 
of • the. meeting and preparation for the meeting, p I acement. meeting, assessment 
for; annua I review, and the ahnual review meeting. The .estimated times for 
0ach profess iona I th^t^partici pates in the placement or review meet ing are 
summarized in Appe^ndfx G. 

• thei "hio items which consumed the most time were the assessment of the 
student and the team meetings. The actual documentat'ion accounted for a 
varying percent of ,t he total amount of time spent In placement and review. 
The time actua I ly spent in comp leting the paperwork varied from 6 to 12 
percent of the total time. The amount of time spent in both documentation 
and process Ing varied by the' type 5t. p I acement with- the more severe handicap 
taking the 'niost time. ^ . 

When= the time spent ft I I tn'g put paperwork was summed for each type of 
placemeht with regards to master/non-master plan agency a clear consistent 
difference did appear. These times are reported in' Table 4 below. The 
^master plan agency spent lesis.time completing paperwork for every major 
type of placement team. ^ ^ " ^ • 

Table 4 , / . ; 

• ' Paperwork Time For Master Plan' And 
Non-Master Plan Placements of 
V V Specj a L Education' Students 'j. ^ - 



PLACEMENt FROM 


MASTER PLAN; 


NON-MA'STER PLAN 


PI^CEMENT fROM' 


Regular Class 
. to bis 


■ 0,72 hrs 


, ' 1; .'22 '.hrs ■ ' . 


Regu lar to 
DIS 


Regular ^Class." 
: V to Resource ; , 
• Cl ass * . . / 


'LI 2- 1,. {9 hrs 


3.16' hrs': ' ' 


Regular to 
Special Day 
Class 


Resource C I ass""' 
■ ;tp. Special 
Day Class 


0.86-i .80 a 
l.64-2.5]Bjj C 


■.^/iVee.hrs' 


/Special Day > r 
Class (LH) 
to Special Day 
Class (SH) 


Special Day 
Class (LH) 
to Special 
Day Class.XSH) 


1.40-2.84 hrs 



a = specTaf- day. class teacher a*hd program special ist major participants 
fa = resource, teacher and program specialist major participants in placing 
the student v 



' » • . • ■ 

The amount of time spent on actually filling out paperwork'was also 
consistently le^s for the placement of a student in a master plan agency 
(SESR) for the p'rinclpaL, designated instruct ion .special 1st and the special 



day clasrs teacher* This may be due to the role of the resource specialist 
teacner. This teacher was reported to handle much of the pape'^ffork of The 
student's placement, J-hereby, lessening the load for other site professionals. 

The estimated time spent on placement process showed that these same 
masfter plan professionals may spend less time on the placement process than 
the non-master plan professionals. On the other hand, the master plan 
eprofessfonal may also spend more time on the placement process of a studeAt 
than the non-inaster plan professional Csee Table 5). The time spent can 
vary more for the master plan profess Tonal than for the non-master plan 
professional. So, the minimum time spent Gould be less for the master plan 
professional • 

,. Table 5 

The Placement Process Time For Master Plan 
And Non-Master Plan Professionals 
For-£ach Placement Type 



Professional 


Master Plan 


Non-Master Plan 


Principal 

Designated Instruction 
Special 1st 

Special Day Glass 
Teacher 


0.98-2.28 hrs 
1.62-7.16 hrs 
1 .85-4.00 hrs 


1. 15-1. 79 hrs 
1.94-5.72 hrs 
2.68-4.58 hrs 



This finding Indicated that the. time spent on the placement process 
*was more flexible for the master plan agency than for the non-master plan 
agency. The master plan professional appears to be able to vary the amount 
of time spent on a child depending on the needs of the child. 

For the master plan annual review, the principal , designated Instruction 
specialist, and special day class teacher spent more time on both the annual 
review process and the filling out of paperwork for each child. 

Yearly time estimates for various professionals. The Interviews were con- 
structed to obtain time estimates for actually filling out the paperwork, 
time estimates for the placement process and time est'imates for the review 
process. These yearly estimates were obtained by asking each professional 
the number of rStudents placed and the number of students reviewed each year.^ 
The estimated time for the ye^ was obtained by the following formula: 

Average time on the activity x jayerage number of students 
Involve^ In activity' per year Estimated yearly time spent 
on the actlv?lty. 

Rrdm the yearly estimates. It was fouhd that the master plan special 
day ciassHeacher. principal andTeqular teacher spend less time actually 
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f 1 1 1 Ino out oapen^ork , Thts was true even though the master plan special 
day class teacher, designated Instruction specialist and principal con- 
sidered more placement changes than the non^master plan agencies (see Tabie 6) 
This ftndtng was considered to be due to the role of the resource specialist. 
The resource special fst was usually responsible for the assessment of 
special education children and the coordination of placement meetings at the ' 
school site level. One would expect the time used to actually fill out 
paperv^ork to be reduced for the special day class teacher, principal and 
the regular teacher. This was found. 

The largest time difference between master plan and non-master plan 
professionals was for the designated Instruction specialist. The master 
plan deslgnat.ed^lnstruct Ion specialist spent many more hours both In the 
p lacement/reviaw process and In actually filling out paperwork than the 
non-master plan specialist. This was verified by the other interview 
questions. 

The master plan designated Instruction specialists reported that 
they were Involved In more placements at the site level. The master plan 
designated Instruction special I sts also reported that they were usually' 
Involved In more of the learning handicapped placements than they had been 
involved In before the master plan implementation. Many of the/speech 
therapists considered the additional demands on their time duetto the 
increased documentation. This was a definite distraction from therapy. 
At the first of the year, large blocks of time were reported to be consumed 
in assessment' paperwork, placement paperwork, and team meetings. 

Process time as related to its administration . In order to accurately 
estimate the times spent in placing and reviewing the program of a special 
education student, questions regarding the process were asked. Flow charts 
with respect to the administration of the* p I acement review process were 
constructed for the major events In the process (see Figures 2-3). The 
number of team meetings was found to vary widely from agency to agency. 
The master plan agencies had placement and review processes very similar 
to each other. The least number of team meetings used to place a student 
was one. The most team meetings possible for master plan agencies was 
three (see Figure 2). The usual number of team meetings to place a student 
was one or two. 

The PL 94-142 LEAs usually had a minimum of three team meetings in 
order to place a student (see Figure 3)., Often an assessment team was 
Included making the number of team meetings four. 

The most number of meetings encountered in an agency was six. 'Tfi^;, 
added factor of inefficiency was that the eligibility and placement meeting, 
had at the least six members (see Figure 4). So, for the LEAs the number of 
team^meet Ings varied from three to six. 

The number of team meetings used to place the student had a multiplier 
effect on the man "hours spent In team meetings. For purposes of demonstra- 




tion, assume the followlfig: 
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TabJe 6 



Yearly Estimates For Various Special 
Education Professionals 



PROFESSIONAL 


Average Number of 
Students Placed In 
Special Education 
per year 


Average Number of 
Students Served In 
Special Education 
per year 


Hours Per Year Spent 
on the Placement/ 
Review Process 


Hours Per Year Spent 
on Paperwork In 
Special Education 


Master Plan 










-Designated instruction 










Special 1st 


31.1 


61.6 


1 16-310 


51 


-Resource Special 1st 


22.4 


27.1 


1 74-275 


39 


-Special Day Class Teacher 


7.7 


1 1.7 


35-86 


7 3/4 


-PrlncIpaT'^^^""^ 


48.0 


83.8 


103-182 


1 


-Teacher* 


3.5 




li-12 


0 


Non-Master 

-Designated Instruction 
Specialist 

-Special Day Class Teacher 

-Prlnclpa 1 

-Teacher* 


23.3 
3.9 

20/1 
3.5 


55.3 
12.2 
1 19.8 


57-77 
40-58 
69-91 
2i-7i 


39 
9 

24 
i-l 



*not Interviewed but estimated from 
reported involvement by. Special 
Educators 
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(1) each team meeting was 1 hour In length, and 

(2) the number of persons Involved was four. 

Then, for the master plan agencies the number of manhours used in 
placing a student was as follows: 

one team meeting 

1x4=4 manhours 

. two team meetings 

2x4=8 manhours 

for the rare three team meeting 

3x4= 12 manhours 

But for the PL 94-142 LEAs, the minimum number of manhours was as 
follows: 

three team meetings 

3x4= 12 manhours 

or if an assessment team was included: 

four team meetings (with assessment team 'meeting added) 

4x4= 16 manhours. 

The most team meetings encountered was six. For this agency, one of 
the meetings Included at the minimum of six members. So the manhours in- 
volved would be as follows: 

■ .< ■ ■ 

six team meetings 

5 X 4 + 6 = 26 manhours. 

For the master plan agency the manhours could vary from four to 
twelve. For the PL 94-142 LEAs the manhours could vary from twelve to 
twenty-six. So the manhours Involved in placement team meetings can vary 
from four to twenty-six manhours depending on the local administration 
of the placement process. From just the number of team meetings, the 
master plan agencies would be more efficient with respect to the pro- 
fessional time than the LEAs. * 

The bottlenecks Jn the placement/revJew process . Toward the end of the 
5Ji^tions on time estimates, the teachers were asked what elements In the 
process and paperwork they considered to be. major time consumers. The 
bottlenecks were identified as follows: 
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Referral 



School Appraisal Team 



Regular ' \ 
Education 



sn combined y 
D one meeting^ 



Assessment 



Placement 



lEP 
Objectives 



Annual 
Rev I ew 



Educational Assessment Team 



Assessment 



Regu I ar 
Education 



Placement 



lEP 
Objectives 



often combined 
^ I nto one^meet i ng 



Annual 
Review 



* = team meeting 
usual ly i-l hr. 
In length with . 
3-4 members but 
can vary to 10 
members 
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Figure 2. Master Plan Placement and Review Process Flow 



Number of team meeting for placement: 

if placement and lEP considered together = I 
if placement and lEP considered separately = 2 
If SAT team referred student to EAS team = 2-3 

Number of team meetings for a'l^^al review = I 
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team meeting 
usual ly i-l hr. 
In length with 
3-4 members but 
can vary to 10 
members 



Figure 3. PL 94-142 Placement, and Review Process Flow 



Number of team meetings for placement = 3 

Number of team meetings for placement. If assessment team Is Included « 4 

Number of team meetings for annual review « 1 

> 24 
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^ = 



+ = 



team meeting 
usual ly i-l hr 
In length with 
3-4 members 



team meeting 
usual ly I hr. 
In length with 
6-10 members 



Figure 4. PL 94-142 Agency with the Largest Number of Team Meetings 
in the Placement and Review Process Flow 
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Number of meetings for placement « 6 

number of team meetings fcjr annual review » I 
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1. Parent contact . Any kind of parent contact can be time consuming. 
The type of parent , contact was ordered from the least to most time consuming 
contact. The parent contact was listed as follows: (a) letter, (b) phone 
call, (c) meeting at school, and Cd) meeting at home or place of business. 
For a single parent contact, the reported time can vary from 5 minutes to 

2 hours.' The problems which can Increase the time are many. The reported 
parent contact problems are listed as follows: (a) the parent Is a working 
parent and must be contacted during the evening; Cb) there is a language 
or cultural problem; and Cc) there is no phone at home and student delivery 
of a letter is not reliable. The urban agencies usually reported the above ^ 
parent contact problems more often than the suburban or rural agencies. 

2. The assessment of the student . The assessment of the student 
can consume one to three hours of staff time if the handicap is mild. 
But, assessment can take three to six hours or more if the handicap Is 
severe. ^ 

3. Notifying members of the team meeting. The negotiating of a time 
to meet can he frustrated fay conflicts in calendars, arranging , time for the 
special education teacfier to he out of class, and parent unavai lahl I ity. 
Ttils gattiering tfie t^m together can he extremely time consuming, especial I y 
If many memhers are involved, tf central office staff Were involved, the 
time to schedule the mefettng was reported to Increase. 

4. Any team meeting . The team meeting can be unpredictable with 
respect to staff time. The amount of time was usually reported to be one 
hour. But, a team meeting can take twenty minutes or It can take up to 
three hours. ' ' 

3. Ht^h stu(jfin+ mnbMItv rate, A high student mobility can considerably 
Increase the amount of time that a team spends on placement. Moblljty rates 
of up to one-tWrd of the student population were reported for a year. This 
one-third rate would increase the t lime a staff spends in placement by one- 
third. But, there is no matching Increase In money or staff time to compensate 
for this Increase. It was reported that a student often would move before 
he could be placed In special education classes rendering the expenditure of 
staff time useless. The urban agency reported that the mobility of the student 
was a major problem. The problem was also encountered In rural agencies that 
had a large migrant population or schools near mflitary installations. 

Summary of the time spent on paperwork . The time spent on f I I I Ing out 
paperwork was a small percentage (6^-12?) of the actual time spent In 
placing and reviewing a student In special education. The master plan 
persons at the s-ite level spend less time both completing paperwork and 
coordinating rola^of the resource special 1st and also the lesser number of 
team meetings for each placement. The master plan designated instruction 
specialist spent more time in both placement process and paperwork th^n the 
non-master plan designated Instruction specialist. 
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The administration of the placement process can inflate the time 
considerably. Just an increase in the number of team meetings can inflate 
the staff hours by a factor of eight. The master plan agencies were more 
efficient with their staff hours used for meetings than the LEAs. 

The major bottlenecks fdentif fed were parent contact j assessment of 
the student, the schedu I fng-of a team meeting, the team mHptfng and a high 
mob fifty rate. Urban agencies appeared to have more problems with 
establishing parent contact, schedulTng the team meetfngs, and lessening 
the. impact of a hfgher mobfirty rate. 

Usefulness of the Documentat fon 

Since a large amount of staff time goes into the placement of the 
student, constructfon and review of the tEP, the documentation should be 
viewed as useful to the special educators. A series of questions were 
asked regarding the usefulness of the special education documentation. 
These fntervfew questions are presented below along with the percent of 
the responses In appropriate categories followed by a summary of the 
comments. * 

Question: How do you feel the cost of data col lection relates to its 
usefu Iness? 

Usefu I Not Useful Uncertain 

44% 52% 24% - Percent of Administrators 

Only the administrators were asked this question. Many administrators, 
even the principals, were unaware of the actual time that their staff spent 
in special education data collection. They considered the time of data 
collection to be quite large. Some administrators considered this time to 
be largely non productive, but the administrators *who considered this time 
to be warranted were In the majority. 

The majority felt that the documentation helped to Identify c/hildren 
t+iat in the past were unserved. The documentation helped assure^he parent 
rights and provided for accountability with respect to services provided. 
This majority of administrators felt that judgments were now based on the 
results of a careful assessment rather than the capricious judgment of a 
single teacher. 

Some administrators reported that only parts of the documentation 
were useful. Other parts were there only to assure that the agency would 
not be legally liable. Some administrators indicated a necessity to 
streamline the documentation system, • There was a need to be cost 
efficient to provide the most service at~ the least cost. 

The minority of administrators felt that the cost was unwarranted. 
Many In this group felt that the due process was like insurance. Due 
process and consent were only needed for a smal I percent of students. 
The agency spent enormous amounts of time documenting to insure against 
a possible suit involving this small percent. 
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Thts same minority usually stated that parts of the documenl-at on were 
useful - the assessment and goals and objectives. This group also Ind cated 
a need to be cost efficient with the data collection. Many of the admini- 
strators Indicated that the costs have been elevated by the frequent changes 
in the forms. These changes were cons'Idered to be a direct result of the 
changing mandates f rom +he state and federal governments. Many of the 
.dire?to?s supported this idea. The directors indicated that yearly changes 
and printings of the forms were due to the changing mandates. 

A few negative administrators felt that a lot o^ money had been spent 
for nothing on paperwork. These administrators felt that Judgments could 
* be made -on educatrbria 1 placements- and* programs without the extensive data 
collection and the formal team meetings involving the parent. 

Question : To what extent do the data that you are required to col lect 

In special education relate to the educational decisions that 
you make? 

In every case In some cases In no cases Uncertain 

5656 3256 856 456 - Percent of 

Administrators 

\ In this question, the majority of administrators supported the usefulness of , 
\the data collected, A clear majority Indicated that the documentation 
\supported the placement decision. The data were consistently used... The data - 
Cpllected were seen as essential to placement and planning. The assessment 
data were viewed as very valuable to most educational decisions about the 
student. , 

The larger minority of administrators (3256) felt that for most students 
the educational decision was supported by the data collected. In some cases, 
the educational decision Was made ^by the parent. Often the decision of the ^ 
parent did not follow from the col lected data. In these cases, the parent 
overrode the educational decision which was supported by the data. Most ad- 
ministrators in this group also indicated that the placement and review process 
provided information which was critical to. their educational decision regarding 
the special student. The paperwork wais seen as just an organizational 
structure for the decision. This group's comments on the whole were very 
close to the comments of the majority. 

The smal lest group of administrators Indicated that the data were not 
useful. The only reason that the data were col lected was to comply with the 
law. ^ 

Question: What parts of the paperwork are useful for daily instruction? 
Referral Assessment Placement lEP No Parts ^ 

2< . 3156 056 7356 1056 - Percent of Special 

Education Teachers 
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resu,;^n^5.U'^:?r.^::?r?^r::fu ^^^^ assessment 

Identfffed as useful were alwavs thi nl f '^"^'^'°": ^^^^ °^ the lEP 

Of the lEP was indicated as useful un?e^I%'"' objectives. No other part 
wasf included on. the district I lp ""'^^^ a summary of the assessment 

fndicated that the rn^ e s ec'- 'cVhe oJiLt^^^^ special education teachers 
■ objectives were used for daiv rnl+f °iJ®=+'^^s were, the more the 
Objectives,, the mo^ Hkefy t was thS'?h' '"'^ ^^^^^^^^ 

referred to on I y occas io^a i I yf > wou I d be f 1 1 ed and 

as follo»s: Tnings.which were helpful. These are (tsted 

ac=o^a„y?ng%«e:?s^TtS Wer^ =tp„t b^tors and the 

™adMWanX;X'' '"^^^ = dtagnoslsL sk/lls ,n .eth. 

. 3., observ,tto„s Of behavtor ,„ the classroom by the psychoi^.st. 
4- the psychological evaluation report, end % 

5. tfie medical evaluation by a nurse or doctor. ' 

They ^"s^"^^;2^ruc^:r^Sflo:)?'nd1i^^1 ^^^^ no p,^, „ere iseful. 
law and then filed ?SeI They'dtd not•':o^IM.^'^h°'"''°^■'° 

- oe add. 

Adds_to- D istracts from ^Both . N^^ 

. '■■^•^■•n?^ -Per^t:ot 



56? 12? 2? 2% 



Special Educa- 
tion Tethers 

22$ - Percent of ' 

Administrators 

' » . ■ ' m - Total . ' 

This grou?or:^?^S^atir:X"Sr;hT;h= '""tion. 



V 



,,e„., for the .eating. The P'^^^:;^^:-^'^^^ ^"'"'" 
of the team on documented "="11^^°*,^"°^"^^?"°; the -hi Id. The more 

natural p,art of the meeting* ; • 

The'teachers who Reported thay he paperworK d.stracts from The_ 
aim of the team meeting «ere usually new "^^jnijo sported 

-rha;Th:^;perro;?in=drsr.,r;^^^^^^ 

fol lows: ' ' ^ ) 

r The person cbnducttng the .eet I ng, shou I d ^ave a^prelprlnted 
checklist of Items to be covered in the meettng ava. lable. 

' ' 2. Ttve case manager should complete as much of^the.paperwbrk as 
possible prior *to the team meeting. 

fo™ ^ ^ix^ Kesti.^, 

^ * «V +^ oresent documentation-LiS useful m 

S!^: ^^^M^^^ro^rlkU education .il delivered 

' \ to each ch.i I d*? ■■ ^ ■ . ■ ^ / 



Yes In Most Cases No 



65% 


2p 


\5% 


66% 




\0% 


65% ' 


ZZ% 


\Z% 



Many, Wal education teachers and IP^^J^^V/lde^'flStlS'o^'needs, 
connectlon,bet,,een.the ass«sment of t^^^^ p,a„- 

deteml nation of ellglbl !ty. =°"=!;"=Vgoals and objectives. They clearly 
Tl program; and;P.r.od.c rev,ew of^goa^ ^Uc ier^-^ ^ ^^'^r.- 

!t!!-ii!;?ma^n^ . propria i» edu..l iun jorJhe^.^^N;^ 
Tapen-ork was seen-as just a "^^^ "^-aJjon not provided. They 
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The lEP process as outlined by the law was se.eK a§ providing 
many things. Some of these were a$ follows:. ^ . 

/ ' 1.. The parent was Invol ved.;ln the . lEP process along wlth.^al I the 
neceissary people. .t/ v 

2. A broad" assessment using several test was providedy ■'The- te'st^^ 
were Interpreted by several professionals. ; ' ^ ^ 

- 3, A provrsiorr^s made for the not If IcitTon of parent rlghts:^^ 

4. Many ^alterA|t.We p I acements. were considered. These p l^cefTient-S' 
>w.ere- verified by seWral professionals. . ' . • 

>/^5. The lEP process was a useful working procedure. It Identif ied ^ 
the needs of the child and helps to organize relevant resources. ■ 

6. The lEP paperwork provided for an audit trail to keep the teacher 
oh tasj^ and goal directed for each child! 

rrWo 

^'>;-^^:: ■ — ~ 

The paperwork was a useful communication betweein the parents 
and professionals as weLLas-<iust between' the professionals. 

Many' teachers and *admInIstrStors fel/t 1;he lEP "process could be 
streamlined. The comments for Improvement gj^neraMy concentrated on 
suggestions for lmpro>tement of the local admii/ilstrat Ion of the lEP 
process, v 

..Question: What changes rin the laws and regulations db^ ydtj-feel could 
Insure a mb^r:^ efficient practice?^ 

Change No Croariqe Uncertain ^ 

"^''^ JA. * 23$ - PerceVitidT Special Education 

Teacher^ 



7. The paRterWork was a record of tl^^e^jChl Id's accomplishments. 






624 %of r . 18? - Percent of Administrators 



^^PC. '^56 21$ - Total 

The ^^sp6fr?e>^ this question ranged widely. Funding was a topic 
most oftai/'addreteSOT It, was felt that there wa^ a need to recognize 
and tund thaetii-d;iiSt re^^ted to Implementing the paperwork mandates. It 
. wasl^;felt that the. iufidlndj^hlrd fTi the past not been rel ated to the added 
*^ervices that the dfstrfMis were requf red to perform. 

The next subject mo§t frequently addressed wa^vthe need for placement 
criteria. It was felt that the learning handfpappek c^egory was too open 
If the child was borderline wttftsjjggpect to p^acemisrfr In an LH program, 
often the determlnrng factor fomp^h^ement ^as yti\jdijmr there was space^ 
available In the local clas«f* ^^^^ also re/ip.i^l^^^that students served 




W onia^^ were not- eligible .forfvthe same program 

"diistrl^ criteria varied between d I str^^^^^ 

Parent involvement was seen as too extensive if>*^'cef^^^ 
of the proces?. There was too much parent consent ahd'\dye/ p^^ 
required. It was seen that for many parents sending^.'-hprne the; assessment 
plan and obtain ing'.the consent to assess was not needed. ' The- parent 
was. reported to be rarely i nterested rfli writing the specific objectives 
once the goals had been constructed. ^ Asking the parent to help write * 
the objectives was seen as a non-productive time cocjsurner* It was 
suggested that parent Involvement be limited to the "^p I ac^m^nt meeting 
consent to placement and writing of goals. ^ . ? ' 

Many of the special educators reported a need for better "^p reparation 
by the universities and* colleges of new teachers. A better certificati 
of f^fit$mrs was needed for the areas In which they serve. In-service fi 
bothHH^nrtlj'pa I s and special education teachers was reported to be needed. 
BettW |#bparatIon and in-service could help the professionals to be more 
efficient with the placement and review of the special education student. 

There should be a condensation of. the p lacement/revlew process and . 
■a streami ining of the paperwork. The State Department of Education should 
provide more help in bringing this about. 

9'Uestlon ; What kind of attitude do. you have toward the processes docu- 
mented by the paperwork Irvr.specia I education? How do you feel 
. ' ' ■ \about actually f 1 1 I Ing out the forms? 

Positive Negative Uncertain Ambivalent " ' 

^Prbcess - 87?^'' ; ^' 8^,; 5% 2$ - Percent of Special 

' :.. Education' Teachers 

Forms 48$ v 40?; 5$ 1%- - PercerjTt;^of Special- 

/ : . ' ■ : " .Educat^Ion' 'Taachers-' 

, A large number of the teachers IntervTeWed stated emptia"tfcal ly that 
the present placement and review process was providing "the most appropriate 

^dueatlon" for most of the children . It was felt that the processes were,, 
achieving the. goals of the legislation. The parents were more Involved \m 

Jthe educatlbn of thefr children. The special education teachers considered 
the assessment by several professionals as most helpful In deciding on the 
placement and educational program of the child. The documented process was 
seen as'valld, natural, and necessary for the placement of the special child 
The documented process was helpful to both the parent and the teacher. Few 
of the teachers were negative about the documented process. 

■.,.■*■■'••••-•"»'.■■ . ■ / 

Many "of ,the t&schers '(48$) saw the forms as useful in the administra- 
tion' of the processes. The forms were seen as Important to do a, good job. 
The rest of the .1:eachers/.( 40$) general ly admitted that they did not like 
filling out the Special education forms. They reported that It was time 
consuming and *of ten. took away from the teaching effort.^ But, mos± of 
these teachers saw the forms as helping to meet the needs of the student 
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and therefore useful^ Any Improvement of the forms would be appreciated 
by the teachers. Most of the teachers who were negative toward the 
forms had constructive consents for Improvement of the forms* 

Questions regarding State Forms i^or Pupil Counts. The district personnel 
responsible for the completion of State Forms for Special , Education Pupil 
Counts were Identified. They were then Interviewed regard frig this type of 
form compretlon. The interview sample size was twenty. The sample^ Included 
directors, program specialists, management Information specialists, and 
evaluators. Three questions were asked regarding these forms. The questions 
are as fol lows: 



1. For what federal and state reports^ in special education are 
you responsible? 

2. What percent of your time goes Into the completion of the 
federal and state reports In special education? 

3. To what extent do you fe^l these reports are us^ to make 
local decisions? Could some be eliminated? 

' ■ S ' ... \ 

The s|Declit education director was rarely Involved in the data 
col lectipn-.forstate forms. This function was usually delegated to 
y-he MaTi|i§0i^6nt Information Systems consultant, program specialist, or 
ey^lu^it^r'i^^ The usual forms that these professionals filled out were 
the R30 'and F3 forms. Federal forms were not u^yjally^.^ompleted by the 
local agency. '7:1:- 

The reported problems with the R30 forms^were as follows: 

f. Not enough lead time has been glv©iv toUJj-f out the forms. It 
was reported that one week had been given to fill out the forms, when 
it takes one month Just to gather the data. Reasonable lead times should 
be adhered to by the State Department of Education. v 

2. The; forms appear not to have been field tested before they are 
put Into u^e. The categories were reported to be poorly defined. For 
example, on Form R30, Special Education Pupil Count and Staff Data, 
I979-J980, the categories for levels of training were a problem. It was 
difficult to differentiate between "Awareness" and "Kno>rfledge" and between 
"Skill Practice" and "Skill Application". There was a problem; with 
-obtaining undup I I'cated counts for the^R30, Special Education Pupil Count 
^^and Staff Data, 1979-1980 form, . ^ 

^Clear directions were needed for completing the R30 forms. These 
directions should Include a definition of the categories used. 

The persons Interviewed Indicated that there had been a decrease 
In the amount of paperwork required by the State. They also reported 
that the forms had Improved over time; tt was reported .that the meetings 
provided 6y and phone cal Is to the Office of Special Education were helpful 
In completing the forms* ' 



state forms for pupil counts were ^seen -as useful to^^ with the 

law and to provide information for f isc2ir decisions, the Jopa I use of the 
information contained In the state forms varied widely* . Some reported the 
information to be Useless. But, others regarded the information as essential 
to establish fiscal and staffing policies. The agencies which had MIS 
/systems, tended to. I nidi cate that the data for the state forms were easier to 
pb'i'jalo. .A^^^ tehded to indicate that the^ information' wa^.-^ . r> 

of local value. 

>■ 

Summary of the Findings 

Both a placement/ review process and a documentation system was ' * 
mandated for special education. Assuring the most appropriate education 
of the child was the goal' of both the placement/ rev lew process and the 
documentation system. The language of the mandates, in some Instances, 
doeis not clearly state whether a mandated action should be documented. 
The .language differences between the Federal and State manjlates can lead 
to more categories'^than are needed on the documentationy^stem. 

The -number of data Items mandated for the SESR-:wa5 seventy-nine; for 
the LE^, It was seventy-five. To adminl^er the paperwork system, the 
SES^^Sand LEAs need additionaP data items for student identification and 
local administration of the documents. Therefore, the SESRs need a paper- 
work system containing 101 data Items; the LEAs system needs a system 
with 97. In practice, the SESRs collect 132.9 and the LEAs collect 108.2. 

^^*'The existing forms were not perceived to be a major problem by the . 
special educator. Some deletion was seen as needed. Inservice of 
teachers and clear di rections for the forms were seen as essential. 

The SESR specl'aLeducators spent less time on the placement paperwork 
for each student .-than i-he LEA educators. The SESR special day class 
teacher, principal .and regular teacher spent less time per year filling 
out paperwork than the comparable LEA professional. This was true even 
though the SESR professional s considered more placements than the LEA 
professionals. 

■v/,. ' The SESRs had fewer team meetings In order to place a student. The 
number of team meetings fjad a multiplier effect on the staff time in team 
meetings. vv- * 

The major time consumers were parent contact, assessment of the 
student, scheduling a team meeting, the team meeting, and a high mobility 
rate In the student population. 

The special educators felt that the present placement and review 
process was providing "the most appropriate education" for a high percent 
of the children. The documented process was seen as valid, natural, and 
necessary. They clearly stated that It Is this total process and Its 
cafeful, efficient administration which assure the most appropriate 
education for the child. Trained people assure that this is provided, 
not The completion of paperwork. The paperwork can be a useful part 
of the total process. 

34 



CONCLUSIONS 



The review of the federal and state laws and regulations Indicated 
that many data Items were required to document the placement and review 
processes. The typical documents on which these mandated data Items were 
col lected were the referral sheets the assessment plan/consent to assess 
letter, notice of parent rights, notification of the lEP team meeting 
and the lEP. The lEP was the most complicated of these documents. 

The mandated data items could vary from a data Items which could be 
easily documented such as "date of consent to , assess" to an Item such as 
".cognitive levels" which could be more difficult to document. According 
to our analysis of the state and federal mandates, the number of data 
Items which were to be collected on the student documents by the special 
service region (SESR) was 79. For the PL 94-142 local educational agency 
(LEA), the number of mandated Items was 75 (see Appendix A for a listing 
of the mandated Items). Of the special education student documents, the 
lEP contained the most mandated data Items. The SESR was required to 
col lect 42 data Items to document the lEP and the LEA was required to ♦ 
collect 43 data Items on the lEP. 

• ■ ■ 

I terns Co I I ected 

The analysis of the special education paperwork from 18 SESRs and 
19 LEAs was used to determine what was collected. The SESRs collected an 
average of 132.9 data Items for the student placement and review. The 
LEAs CO I I ected 108.2 data items. On the average, the SESRs collected 
almost 24 more data Items than the LEAs. The range of the number of. 
data Items was large. For the SESRs the range for the total number of 
data Items col lected was from 79 to 213. For the LEAs, this range was from 
83 to. 143, The document which had the largest range was the lEP. The 
SESRs collected from 35 to 123 data Items on the lEP. The LEAs collected 
from 30 to 77 data Items on the lEP. Several of the SESRs collected many 
more data Items on their paperwork; these larger numbers tended to Inflate 
the SESR average and widen the SESR range reported. From these findings. 
It was concluded that several agencies col lected many more data Items than 
was necessary to comply with the mandates. The SESRs tended to do this more 
often. 

A further analysis of the special education paperwork Indicated that 
data Items are often duplicated on several of the documents. Some of these 
data 'Items were needed to Identify the student. Some data Items were needed 
for the administration of the documents. When these needed data Items 
were added to the mandated data Items, the total number was 101 for the 
SESRs and 97 for the LEAs. Therefore, for an agency to reduce the number 
of data rtems well past 100 and remain In compliance would require a change 
In the mandates. 
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The large range In the number of data Items collected by the agencies 
could be based . partf a I ly on the language dl ff erencesiLbetw^ea the state and 
federal mandates. For example, the state requi re^J tSht ^ possible area 
Included In the assessment was "affective functIonIng\ The 'federal 
regulations I Isted "social and emotional status" as a possible assessment 
area. The Inclusion of both the state and federal terms on tfre'paperworK 
did. In fact, Increase the total number of data Items collected. 



The laws and regulations mandated both a placement/review process and 
a documentation system. In order to assure that the mandated data Items 
would be uniformly collected, the agencies used forms. To the persons 
constructing the forms, the laws and regulations often were not clear as 
to whether a mandated action was to be documented. For example, the parent 
had the right to request a fair hearing, but should the request for a fair 
hearing be placed as *a data Item on forms? When agencies placed s.uch Items 
on the forms f It Increased the number of data Items, 

Another reason for Including data items on the forms was based on 
a concern about possible legal actions. The special educators often 
reported that many of the data items were collected In order to protect 
the agency against possible suits. This reasoning usually resulted In 
the inclusion of data items not needed for the basic planning of the 
student^s education. 

These two factors, an unclear mandate for documentation and a fear 
of possible suits, were seen as a basis for the wide range In the number 
of data Items collected by the participating agencies. Therefore, for an 
agency to minimize the number of data Items each agency should carefully 
examine the reasoning behind every Item Included on the forms. 

Construction of Forms 

In order to gain Information about the present construction of the 
forms, questions were asked regarding their construction. For the 
agencies included In the Interview sample, the following conclusions 
were made: there was enough room In which to write; there was a place for 
all the necessary Information; and some deletion of Items could occur. 
For most of the agencies, directions for completing the forms were clear. 
Therefore, the way the forms were constructed was not a major problem. 
Yet, some deletion of items and condensation of the forms could be done. 

Suggestions for deletion of items and condensation of the forms were 
as fo I lows: (a) determine what items need to be Included on the forms; 
Include only non-mandated Items which are necessary; (b) eliminate data 
items 'which are duplicated on one or more pages; (c) duplicate only the 
Items needed to Identify the student properly; (d) condense the forms to 
as few pages as possible, but allow enough space In which to write; and 
(e) Include a form which Is an addendum page with the name and blrthdate 
of the student at the top. The addendum page could be used as a continua- 
tion page for items of unpredictable length. 
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Paperwork Bottlenecks 

In a search for paperwork bottlenecks, time estimates were made for 
both the placement/review process and the paperwork, No bottlenecks were 
found fn the comp let tifflrdf paperwork. The major time consumers In the 
placement and review V{55©^©s were concluded to be as fol lows: (a) any 
contact with the parent such as a letter, phone cal I , or conference; 
(b) the assessment of the student for either a change in placement or an 
annual review; (c) the negotiating of a time, date and place for a team 
meeting with the members; (d) any team meeting; and (e) a high mobility 
rate In the student population. It was concluded that these time con- 
sumers should be analyzed by each joc^l agency to determine their Impact 
on staff time and on the accompanying paperwork; 

An analysis of the time estimates was made from the SESR and LEA 
professionals involved In the Interviews. The following were conclusions 
regarding these time estimates: (a) the time actually spent In completing 
p I acement/review paperwork was one-tenth of the time spent on the placement/ 
review process; (b) the time spent completing paperwork for a SESR p lacement 
was less than for a LEA placement; (c) the SESR team member spent, less time 
per year filling, out paperwork than the corresponding LEA teiam membdrr- 
(d) the ability t^^^^ In the process&pcord I ng to. ttia Ireeds 

of the student; wall's g.r^ter for the SESR team than 't,ff^EA teami- arid^te) the 
SESRs used fewer mpjBt I hgs to place a student,. than the LEAs.; f.heM'argfer'* 
number of tisam. meetings Increased the amount ',o'f' LEA staff time used/toj^p I ace 
a student. ; V ■ v^- 

A The Interviews with special educators established several needs related 
to paperwork. These needs were as follows: (a) recognize and fund the costs 
related to the Implementation of the paperwork mandates; (b) expend a greater 
local effort to make the data collection cost effective; and (c) provide 
better preparation of teachers regarding the placement/review processes and 
the accompanying documentation. 

\ 

Administrative Views of Paperwork 

According to our analysis of the interviews, administrative' decisions 
regarding Items to Include In the paperwork were made from two different 
viewpoints. These viewpoints were as follows: 

Legal viewpoint . This approach viewed the paperwork as a necessary 
evil.. The paperwork was used to establish that the agency was In compliance 
with the mandates. Data Items were Included on the paperwork mainly to 
establish compliance. In order to safely comply, data Items of questionable 
mandate were Included on the paperwork. 

The paperwork was designed to insure against any possible suit. Data 
items on due process details were included on the forms to document the 
agency's Intent to provide the proper educational service. 
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Educational ma nning viewpoint . This approach valued the total 
proc esses oi tacement a^nd review. The p lace.ent/revlew P -cesses assured 
the most appropriate education for the chi Id. The careful , eff Ic ent 
Inmint^tratlon of this total process established the most appropriate 
: S o '^orthrchHd ■ ^^^^^^^^ efficient-administration depended arge y 
on trained, competent professionals. The paperwork was seen as just an 

organ^ia? onal ?ool to help bring about the most ^PP'-°P'-'f^^f '°%,e ' 
for the child. The current documentation was useful In assuring that the. 
most appropriate education was delivered, but without a trained staff, 
the documentation was not a sufficient condition for del ivery. 

The fol lowing findings supported the I P ' f^l^S f^f^P^^^^ ' 

(a) the parent Involvement In thef lEP meeting was Sfen ^^^beneflclal to 
the child's education by most of the educators interviewed; :(b) the assessmenr 
^eLlts were considered by the- administrators to be a real support to the 
Xlent 7ecU^^^^ CO a'large majority ^^/^^ special edu«^ 
considered the assessment results, goals ^"^^ ^^J^J^'^^Vt^^^^^.^;^ 
dallv instruction; (d) most teachers considered the forms to oe userui 
?Ke pllSenf and'revlew processes, but =^"'rf,„!J:!;,':L een ^^^^d^^ 
filling out the torms; and (e) generally, the P^P^™'^""' ^4°^^4o„%onducting 
?&lng=:Sn:Kni^;": s» re^k^-:^^ Te e distraction. 

Even though the legal aspects play a part In deciding which data 
should be collected, It was concluded that the value of the data Item to 
educational planning should be the basis for Including an Item on the 
papervrfork. 

Conclusions consistent with this educational planning viewpoint 
regarding paperwork were as follows: 

1. Since the paperv^ork was an organizational tool, the number of 
da^a Items collected should be minimized. Enough Information should be 
provided for the effective administration of^the placement and review 
processes. 

\ 

2. Since the placement and review l^rocesses provided the most 
appropriate education, enough information should be documented to support 
good educational decisions in the team meetings. 

3. Since the educational planning was the major function of the 
paperwork, the minimal amount of data needed to assure a due process 
should be identified by the State Department of Education. 

4. Since a trained, competent staff provided the most appropriate 
education, Inservlce should be provided on the proper administration of the 
placement and review processes. This inservlce should include the proper 
use of the assessment results, goals and objectives. New or Inexperienced 
teachers should be provided training regarding the completion of paperwork 
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5. Since the paperfcork was simply an organizational tool to assure 
the most appropriate education, the most effective administration of the 
placement and review processes should be ldentlf*ied by the State Department 
of Education, Then, construct a documentation system consistent with this 
effective admlnlstratJon. 



y 
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APPENDIX A: SUMMARY OF LEGAL REFERENCES FOR THE PAPERWORK REQUIREMENTS 
IN SPECIAL EDlJeAT I ^ 



The following summary .tib I refers to state and federal legislation 
and rules and regulations which provide the reasons for many of the items 
contained In special education forms. The references have been separated 
by two categorfes: (I) the laws which apply to the Special Education 
Service Regions and (2) the laws which apply to the Public Law 94-142 
local educational agency. ^ 
■ ' 

After the summary table, the references are quoted and matched with 
the specific Item contalfr&d In the special education forms. 

The legal sour'ces are: 

(1) d|^lfomla Education Code (as amended by AB 1 250 and AB3635) 

(2) California Administrative Code, Title 5 Regulations 

(3) Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, amended In compliance 
with Public Law 94-142 as presented In Federal Register, Volume 
42, No. 163 (August 23,. 1977) and No. 250 (December 29, 1977), 
Part 1 21a, Assistance to States for Education of Handicapped 
Chi Idren. - 

(4) United States Code, Title 20, Sections 1401-141 1 (as amended by 
Public Law 94-142). 

The above legal sources coded as follows: ^ 

(1) Cal Ifomla Education Code « EC 

(2) California Administrative Code = CAC 

(3) Code of Federal Regulations » CFR 

(4) * United States Code a use 
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T6Pfc:<-' 
Referral Paperwork ^ 



SPECIAL EDUCATfON 
SERV tCE REGION 



LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 
AGENCY (PL94-I42) 



.Rationale >. ■ "* 

. ^ ";^r''■ . ■ 

—JJate tt.f referral - _ ■ 

•Parental notice of referral 
.Primary languageAcf the hdrne 



• CFR 505 Ca) (2) 
" "CAC 3103 . • 

CAC 3l05<d) 

CFR 504>/505 

CAC 3104(a), 
^ EC 56337(a) 

.Facts whfch make referrar ffe^f'BSsary EC 56337(a) 

"<'.•■ 

.Explanation of procedural saf.6- 
guards CFR 505(1) 

I 

CFR 505(1) 

CFR 505(c) 

CAC 3104(b) 

CFR 504(b) 
EC 56337(a) 



•Description and explanation of 
action proposed 

•Parental understanding of the 
context of the notice - In 
native language 

• Statemell^t-descrlblng programs 
and services available. 

•Parental consent to referral 
assessment 

.Parenta I consent date 
Assessment Paperwork 
.(Consent to assessment 



.Consent to assessment date 



CFR 504(b)(1), 
EC 56337(a), 
CAC 3105(e) • 

EC -56337(a) 



CFR 504, 505, 
EC 56337 (a^) • 



.Parent notice of assessment 

-primary language of the*^ome 
-explanation of procedures and 

objectives of assessment and the 

facts which make assessment 

necessary 

-explanation of procedural safe- 
guards and description and 

explanation of action proposed CFR 505CI ) 



CFR 504, 505 
EC 56337(a) 
CAC 3105(a) 



CiFR 505(a)(2) 
I 

CAC 3303(b) 
CFR 504, 505 
CAC 3304(d) 



CFR 505 (j )_ 
CFR 505(1) 

CFR 505(c) 

CAC3 3303(b) 

CFR 504(b) 
CAC 3304(d) 



CFR 504(b)(1), 
CAC 3304(d), 
CAC 3305(a) 

CAC 3304(d), 
CAC 3305(a) 

CFR 504, ' 505:- • 



CFR 504, 505 
CAC 3304 




505(.l) . 



TOPIC 



SPECIAL EDUCATION 
SERVICE REGtON 



'.f^OCAL EDUCATIONAL 
'AGENCY (PL94-I42) 



.Parent not fee of assessment (cont'd) 

-parental understanding of 
; the context of the notice 
Jn native language 

.Ethnicity (non-dlscrimf natory 
testing) 

.^Assessment materials In pup I'M s 
prtmary language'- 



.No si ng I e p^rocedUra used as • : 
sole criterion 

.Possible areas of assessment: 

-hea I th 
-vision 
-hearing 
•psocial status 
Aemot I ona I status 
^-genera I I n te I fl gence 
-Academic performance 
-communicative status 
-motor abl I Itles '^^v ' 

.Possible areas of 'assesi^ment: 

-educational 
-psychoeducat lona I 
-health 

and Include the areas: 
•development In language 
.cognitive 
.affective 
• sensory^ 
.sensory 'motor 

.Complete-^nd specific written 
record of: 

-diagnostic procedures 
^ -conclusions reached 
■l -suggest course of . education 
; ^-^rit I cipated duration 
■ - :^spisiclflc objectives 

■<"'., ■ ■ .. . . ■ ' 



.CFR^5.05.(c) \ 

CFR 530(b), 
CAC 3105(a) 

CFR 532(a) ^. 

CAC 3105(a) 

20 use I4l2(5c) 



CFR 532 (3d) 
CFR 532 (3f) 



EC 56330(b) 



EC 56337 Ca) 
CFR 505(a)(3) 



CFR 505_(c; 



CFR 530(b) 
CAC 3304(d) 



CFR 532(a) 

CAC 3304(d) 

20 use 1412(50) 



CFR 532 (3d). 
CFR 532(3f)- 



CAC 3304(f } 



CFR 505(a)(3) 
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ERIC 



TOP"! C 



SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 
SERVrCE REiSION.. AGENCY (PL94-I42) 



.Report to the parent of- 
assessment findings ^. 
-exp I anat I on of . act I on „ 
-description of ..options 
-description of evaluation 

procedure 
-description df any otheV 
re I evant factors 



CFR 505(a) 
EC 56337(c) 
CFR 533 



CFR 505(a) 
CFR 533 



.Completion date of assessment 



CFR. 534 



CFR 534 
CAC 3305(a), 



Placement Paperwork (usual Iv Jncluded on the lEP) 



•Persons in attendance of 
placement meef I ng' 

•Parent notification of ifieetlng 

-schedul ed. at a mutvia M y ag reed 

time and place" 
-purpdse, time, location of 

meeting and persons In 

atteridarice 



•Listing of special education 
settings 

•Parent agrees to assessment 
findings 

•Parental consent to placement 



CFR 344 

CAC 3l06^5(a) 

CFR 345' 



CAC 3H06.5(a) 
CAC 3106.5(f) 



CAC 3108 

CFR ^04 (b)' ; 

EC 56338 
EC* 56507 (5) 



CFR 344 , 
CAC 3306(a) 

CFR 345 



CAC 3306(a) 
CAC 3306(f) 



CAC 3307.5 

CFR 504(b) 
CAC 3308(a) 



.Rationale for least restrictive 
environment 

.Findings of asSessJnent 

,-varlety of sources 
-pi accent criteria documented' 
-parent, notice of assessment, 
findings 



CFR 5j3(a)(4) 

- CFR' 533 
.EC 56337(c) 



CFR.533(.a)(4) 
CFR 533 - 



.Assessment-conference upon 
pj rental request 



.Exf ended school year 



EC 56337(c) 
CAC 3106.5(e) 
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CAC 3S06.(e) , 



TOPIC 



SPECIAL EDUCATION • " LOCAL' EDUCATIONAL 
SERVICE REGION AGENCY (PL94- 1 42 ) 



.Consultation with team member', 
(parental consent) ' . ■ 

.Prltnanjj^^nguage of home 

. tiog Qf parent contact 

•telephone cal Is 
•correspondence 
-visl.ts to home and place of 
employment 
-results of contact 

lEP Paperwork 

.Meeting type y'/- 

•SAT • * 

•EAS 

•Review 



EC 56338 
CAC 3r06.5(d) 
CFR 345(d) 



CFR 343(d) 
CAC 3(07 
EC 56336.2 



C/y:;3306(d) 

cN 345(d ) 



CFR 343(d) 
CAC 3307 



.El Iglbinty for special 
education ~ 

.Blrthijate or Age ^ / 
. C I ass i f I cat I on ' 
.Programs retired 

.Effective date of program 
and' duration 

.School of service 

.Team members present 

.Notice of parent rights 

.Parental consent 

-signature(s) 

•Date of consent and date 
of Implementation 



CFR 533(b) . 

CFR 123 

:TC 653C2(g) 

CFR 346(c) ^, 
EC 56336.5(a)(3) 
CAC 3106. 5(a)(3) 

EC 56336.5(a)(4) 
CAC; ft 06. 5(a) (4) 

.CFi^-522(a)(3) 

CFR 334(a) ; ! 
EC 56336.2 -[i/-^ 

CFR 121 
EC 56507 

CFR 504(b)(l ) 

EC 56338 ^ 



CFR 342(b)(2) 

CAC 3106(a) 

EC 56336.5(a) (4} 



CFR 533(b) 
CFR 123 



CFR 346(c) 
CAC 5305(d) (1.) 



CFR 522(a)(3) 

7. 

CFR 334(a) 

CAC 3305(d)(4),Ce) 

CFR 121 
CAC 3302 

CFR 504(b) ( I ) 



CFk 342(b)(2) 

CAC 3306(a^(3),(4) 
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SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 

• -TOPIC • SERVICE REGION AGENCY (PL94-I42) 

.Present levels of educational ' CFR 346 ' CFR 346 

performance EC 56336.5(a) CAC 3306(a)(1) 

■ ; CAC 3106.5 ■' . ■ 

.Placement rationale ' CFR 552 CFR 552 

• . . # 

.Extent of IntegratlonViU CFR 346 CFR 346 

/ CAC 3106.5(a)(3) CAC 3306(a)(6) 



'J f 



EC 56336.5(a)(5) 



.Projected date of 'initiation. of CFR 346(d) CFR 346(d) 

the services arid duration of EC 56336.5 . CAC 3306(a)(4) 

services ' , CAC 3106.5(a) (4) 

.High school graduation status for: EC 56336.5(c) CAC 3306(c) 

"v ,' CAC 3106.5(c) EC ^1225 

-Engl ish ; > EC 51225 
-American History 

-American Government t. 

-rMathemat I cs , . ; 

.^Sclenfce , ' , ' \ 
•-PhysicaJ Education 



'.Annual goals CFR 346(b) - CFR: 346(b) 

" . EC 56336.5(a)(4) 

CAC 3106.5(a)(2) 

.Goal and' specif Ic objectives CFR 346(d) CFR 346(d) 

EC 56336.5(a) CAC 3306(a) (2), (b) 
,„,'^.i CAC 3106.5(a)(2) 

.Appropriate objective criteria CFR 346 CFR 346 

EC 56336.5(a)(5) CAC 3306(a)(5) 



CAC 3l06.5(a)I5) 



.Evaluation, criteria and CAC 3106, 5(a) CAC 3306 
schedu I es 

.Ltngulstlcal ly appropriate goals CAC 3106.5(d) ' CAC 3306(d) 

.Person responsible for , . 

Implementing lEP CAC 3306(b) 

.Annual review CFR 552 CFR 552 



.Periodic review 



EC 56336.5 
CAC .3 106.5(b) 



CAC 



3306(b) 



. .. . ' SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 

^ TOPIC SERVICE REGION AGENCY (PL94-I42) 

F ^era I Data Re<ni I rements for 
Program Evaluation ■ - 

• * ' i' * .' 

•Provide Information necessary for 

state agency to perform Its duties 20 USC 1414 20 USCI4I4 

-sp^^clftc performance criteria . - ^ 
-educational achievement >^ 

.Provide for redf^-d keeping ' 20 USC 1418 '20 USC 1414 

•Provide: 

-the number of handicapped children 

with each ctlsabl I rty 
-the number of handicapped within 

each dlsabllllv In regular education 
-the number of handicapped children 

removiBd 'from regular education 
-the number of handicapped children 

receiving an appropriate education, 

and those not receiving one 
-the number of personnel by disability 

category employed In the education 

of the handicapped children : ' 

-estimated number, of ^hand I capped 
chl Idren 

•For each current school year: CFR 123 CFR 123 

-number of handicapped children ^ l 

0-2 years 
-number of handicapped chlldttn:' 

•receiving a free appropriate 
public education 

•not receiving a free appropriate 
pub I Ic education 
•In public Institutions 
•In public Institutions not re^ • 
celving a free appropriate 
education 
-estimated number of handicapped 

chl Idren for, next year - 
-description of data" base 
-e«ch estimate* and count by 
disability category and age . . 

range « " - 

-additional number of various 
typ#s of special education 
teachers needed and number ^ 
currently employed 
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O t 



TOPIC 



SPECIAL EDUCATION 
SERVICE REGION 



LOCAL^DUCATIONAL-. 
AGENCYI(PL94-I42) 



CFR 126(b) 



CFR 146 
CFR 232 



• For eefch current school year 

-number of additional DIS 

specla 11 sts. needed or currently 

employed 
-totaj number of personnel and 

salary costs 
-number and 'kind of special 

education facilities needed and 

In use . 

-total number of transportation 
units needed and In use for 
special education / 

•For the above categories: 

-estimates for serving all 
handicapped children: 
•current year data 
•estimates for next year 

-annual eval uatlon to assess 
effectiveness of programs In 
meeting educational needs 

-€inabling regulation for state 

.educational agency to col lect 
data f o perform Its duties 

State Data Requirements For 
Program Evaluation 



•Annual Report EC 56350 

•Program evaluation to Include: EC 56350 

-program costs 
-pupils, by classification 
-placement of pupils In non- 
rest r let I ve environment 
-pupils transferred 
-racial and ethnic distribution 

•Program outcome to Include: 

-pup 1 1 p^rf qrmance 
-placement of pupils In non- 

restrlctlve environment 
-degree to whfch services are 

provided 

-parent, pupil, teacher and admin- 
istrator satisfaction With services 
and process provided 
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CFR 126(b) 



CFR 146 
CFR 232 



7^ 



ED 5350 



5'8 



TOPIC 



SPECIAL EDUCATION 
SERVICE REGION 



LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 
AGENCY CPL94-I42) 



.Numbers of pupils with exceptional ED -5350 
need by: 

-racial and ethnic data 
-special ad program 



.CH 
.PH 
.LH 
.SH 




•t 
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C00£: REQUIREMENTS 



roptc 

Referral. Rat tonal© 
Date of referral 



^arent not tee of 
ref eri*^ I 

Primary I anguage 



Explain procedure and 
objective of assessment 

Facts which make 
ref erra I necessary 

Explanation of proce- 
dural safeguards 

Description and 
explanation of 
action proposed 



Parenta I understand I ng 
of the content of the 
notice In native 
I anguage 



Statement describing 
programs and services 
available 



> Referral V 

CFR l2la»505CaiC21 A descrtptton of ttie action proposed or 
refused 6y the agency, an expfahatton of why the agency 
proposed or refuses to take the act [on ' — 



See also CAC 3103* 



CAC 3l05CdnEacfi responsible local agency shall complete^ 
the assessment plan and fnform the parent of the consent plan 
vfthfn fifteen school days from the day of referral. (See 
also CAC 3303 C51. 

CAC 3l04Ca} Written notice In the primary language shall 
be gtven to each parent of an Individual with exceptional 
needs, or.one who Is thought to need special education 
services, providing Information In accordance with CAC 
56337Ca) and 56337C<:) and Title 45, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Sec. I2la.i504 and 505 (see also CAC 3304(d)), 

EC 56337 Cal This written notice shal l be In ordinary and 
concise language and in the primary language of the pupIl^s 
home, and shall fully explain the procedure and objective 
of the assessment and the facts which make an assessment 
necessary or desirable, 

CFR l2la.-505 (I) A full explanation of all procedural 
safeguards aval I able to the parents under subpart E. 
(2) A description of the^actlon proposed or refused by the 
agency, an explanation of why the agency proposes or 
refuses to take action/ (3) A description of each evaluation 
procedure, test, record, or report the agency used as a 
basis for the proposal or refusal, 

CFR I2Ia. 505(c) If the native language or other mode of 
commun Icatlon of the parent Is not a written language, 
the state or local educational agency shall take steps to . 
ensure: CI) that the notice Is translated oral ly or by 
other means to the parent In his or her native language or 
other mode of communication, (2) that the parent understands 
the content of the notice, and C3) that there Is written, 
evidence that the requirement In paragraph Cc)(l) and (2) 
of this section has been met, 

CAC 3l04Cb) tn addition to the required content of the 
notice tn subsection Ca) (Notice to Parent), each Special 
Education Servtce Region shall Include In the written notice 
a statement describing the programs and services available. 
Such a notice shall be delivered within fifteen (15) school 
days from the day of referral. See also CAC 3303 Cb). 
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60 



Parental consent to 
ref erra I assessment 



CFR 121a. 504(b) 
obtained before 



Ref erra I 

Consent (1) Parental consent must be 
(i) conducting a pre-p I acement evaluation. 



Parental consent date EC 56557(a) 



the consent of the parent of the pupil 

shall be obtained and the parent of the pupil shall be 
given written notice of the intended assessment and be 
given at least 10 school days in which to arrive at a 
decision before /assessment begins (see also CAC 5504(d)), 
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Toptc 

Consent to assessment 



Consent to assessment 
date 



Primary language i ^ 
of home . 1 

Explain procedure and 
Ob j ect I ve. of /^ass^s- 
merit, an d f acts wh t ch 
• 'make 'i^sessfheri^^ 
necessary . \ ' 

Explanation of proce- 
dural safeguards and 
description and explan- 
ation of action proposed 



ASSESSMENT 
PAPERWORK 



Assessment 

CFR I2la.504(b)(l) , See also EC 56337(a), CAC 3304(d), 
CAC 3305(a), and CAC 3105(e). 

CFR I2la, 504 Written notice which meets the requirements 
under I2la.505 must be given to the parents of a handicapped 
child a reasonable time before the agency: (I) proposed to 
Initiate or change the Identification, evaluation, or 
educational placement of the chlld\.. See also EC 56337(a), 
CAC 3105(a) and CAC 3304, 

See parent notice of referral and CFR 1 21 .504 a;hd 505. 



See parent notice of referral and EC 56337?a) or 
CFR I2la.505(a):r /\' f 



See referral assessment and CF^j'l a.505( I ),. 



^2 



Parental understairidlng See referral assessment and CFR ^2ra*505(c) » V 
of the context^ of the ■ 
notice* Irt native language 

Ethnicity CFR I2la. 550(b) Testing and evaluation mailer lata. and 

procedures used for the purposes of evaluation and place- 
ment of the handicapped children must be selected arid 
administered so as not to be racially or culturally dis- 
criminatory. See also CAC 3105(a). All assessment materials 
and procedures should meet the department's specifications 
for non^dtscrlmlnatory assessment. See also CAC 3304(<1)/ 

Assessment materials fn CFR I2la,532 State and local educational agencies shall 
pupil's primary language ensure, at a minimum, that: (a) tests and other evaluation 

materials: (I) are provided and administered In the child's 
native language^ or other mode of communication, unless It. 
Is clearly not feasible to do so ... ^ 

CAC 5105(a ) With limited Engl Ish-speaKlni^ ind^rvl duals, 
• the assessment plan shall Include and use mafe^al.s and 
procedures that are In the primary language of^the Indi* 
vidua!. All such assessment materials and procedures 
should meet the department's specifications for non-dls- ; 
criminatory iassessment. See also-PL 94-142, Sec. 6l2(5)(c) 
and CAC 3504(d). 
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Topic 



Assessmeni 



No si ng le proce- 
dure used as sole 
cr iter ion 

Possible areas of 
assessment as 
appropriate 

• heyalth 
•vision 
•hearing 

•social and emotional 
status 

•general intelligence 
•academic performance* 
^communicative status 
•motor abi I ities 

Complete and specific 
written record of 

-(1 ) d i agnb^t.^^^^^ 
: ^ ' du res ' ' ' ' 
cone fusions 
reached 

suggested course of 
education suited to 
needs 

anticipated duration 
specific objectives 



(2)' 



(3) 



(4) 
(5) 



CFR 121a.532(3d) No single procedure is used as the sole 
criterion for determining an appropriate educational 
program for the child;... 

CFR 121a.532(3f) The child is assessed in all areas c 
related to the suspected disability, including where 
appropriate, health, vision, hear ing, social and emptipnal 
status, general intelligence, academic performance, com- 
munfcative status, and motor abilit-ies* 

EC 56330(b) Assetssment procedures shall include provisions 
for educi^ti'On^f assessment, psychoeducationa I assessment, 
and health assessnlent as appropriate. . Such procedures 
shal I include provisions for the assessment of the 
individual's development in language, cogniti^^e, affective, 
sensory, and sensory motor functioning. See also CAC 3304(f), 

EC 56337(a) Those persons assessing the pupil shall maintain 
a complete and specific written record of diagnostic 
procedures' the cone I us ions-reached, the suggested 



course^^pf ■ educat ion or 
needs, i'ts anticipated 
to be attained. ''See a I 



trea'hnent best suited to 'the pupil 
duration, and specific objectives 
so.CFR I2la. 505(a)(3). 



Report to the parent 
of the assessment 
f i nd i ngs . 

(1 ) explanation' of 
action 

(2) description of 
options 

(3) description of 
evaluation procedure 

(4) description of any 
other relevant- 
factors 



Completion date of 
assessment 



CFR 121 a. 505 (a) the noticp under 121 a. 504 must include: . .'. 

(2) a description of the action proposed or refused by the y 
agency, 'an explanation of -why the agency proposes or refuses'"^^ 
to take action, and a description of any options the agency, 
considered and a description of any. opt ions the agency 
considered and the reasons why these options were rejected; 

(3) a description of each evafuation procedure, test, 
record or report the agency uses as a basis for the proposal 
or refusal; and (4) a description of any other factors which 
are relevant to the agency's proposal or refusal. 



EC 56337(c) The parent of the pupil shall be notified in 
writing in ordinary and concise language and in the primary 
language of the pupil's home, of the findings of the 
assessment, the recommended educational decision, and the 
reason for the procedures. See also 121a. 533. 

CFR 121 a. 534 Each state and local educational agency shall 
ensure: ... (b) that^ an eva luat ion of the ch M d based on 
procedures which meet the requ irements under 121a. 532 is 
conducted every three years or more frequently if the condi- 
tions warrant, or* if the child's parent or teacher requests 
an evaluation. See also CAC 3305(a). 
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Tod i c 

Persons in 
attendance 



PLACEMENT MEETING 
PAPERWORK 

P I acement V, > \ 

CFR 1:2^1 a; 344(a) The pub I Ic agency shal I ensure tJiat each 
meeting- Includes the fol loWn^ participants: 

(1) a representative of the public agency, other than the 
child's teacher, who is qualified to provide or super- 
vise the provisions of /special education. 

(2) the Chi Id's teacher. . • 

(3) one or both of the chlidVs parents, subject to I2la.345 

(4) . the child, wh'ere appropriate. 

(5) other individuals at the d.Iscrefldn of the parent or 
"--agency.'"''-;/ _ ' . • 

(6) eva I uatlon' personnel ; /For a hanjUcapped. chi I d who has 
been evaluated for the first time, the putrTT^agency • 
shall ensure ;/ ' . > ^ 

(1) that a-member of the evaluation team participates 
In the , meeting; or 

(2) that the ;rep,r;6sentative of the publ ic agency, the 
chl I d's.teacher, or some other person J s present 



(see 



at the meeting who Is knowledgeable about the 
^ eva I uatlofi. procedures .used :Wlth the child, and 

fami I I'ar with the resu Its'^ of the evaluation, 
also CAC 3ra6,5(a^ and CAC 33()6:(a). 



is 



Parent notification of 
the placement meeting 

Schedul ing at a 
mutua I ly agreed 
: time and place 

Purpose, time loca- 
tion of meeting, 
persons in 
attendance 



f 



Listing of Special 
assessment findings 



Rationale for a 
lease restrictive 
env i ronment 



CFR I2la. 345 (a) Each' pub I Ic agency shal I take steps to 
ensure that one or both of the parents of the handicapped 
child are present at each meeting or are afforded the 
opportunity to participate, including: (I) notifying the 
parents of the meeting early enough to ensure that they 
will have*an opportunity to attend; and (2) scheduling 
the meeting at a mutually agreed on time and place, (b) 
The notice under paragraph .(a)(1) of this section must 
indicate the purpose, time, and location of .the meeting 
and who will be tn attendance. 



CAC 3106, 5(a) A parent has a right to an independent 
assessment at public expense If the parent disagrees with 
an assessment obtained by a school district. See also 
CAC 3307.5. 

CFR I2la. 533(a)(4) . Insure that the placement decision is 
made in conformity with the least restrictive environment 
rules in CFR -I2la.550-I2la.554. 
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Findings of the 
assessment . 

Variety of sources 

Placement criterion 
documented 

Parent notice of the 
f ind ings of the 
assessment 

Assessmenficopf erence 
jupon parental request 



Con su I tat ion with 
team members 



CFR Placement procedures 

'{a)'l:n interpreting evaluation data! and in making placement 
decisions, each' pub lie agency sha l/l : (1) draw upon informa- 
tion from a variety of sources, idfcluding aptitude and 
achievement tests, teacher recomm4ndat ions, physical condi- 
tions, so^^ial or cultural backgrounds and adaptive behavior.: 
(2) .Ensure tt^at the information Obtained from all of these 
sources is documented and caxiaJju I ly considered. 

EC 56^17 (r.) The paren1\of Jn\e pupil shall be notified in 
writing in ordinary and c^Ttcise language and in the primary 
language of the pupil's home, of the findings of the 
assessment, the recommended educational decision, and the 
reasons therefor. The notice shall s1^te:,th5ft ; ,( 1 ) a 
conference with the^. parent and his or. her representative 
will be scheduled upon request. 

EC 56558 Parental consent to participation After 
consu I tatiori, with a member of the school appraisal team or 
educational assessment service, such consent may be with- 
drawn at any time. 



Extended school year 



CAC 5 1 06, 5(e) Extended school year services when needed, as 
determined by the School Appraisal Team or Educational 
Assessment Service, shall be documented in the Individualized 
education program. See also CAC 5506(e), 



• t-Hig4j Uticab !.y_ 
appropriate education' 
program 



Log of parent contact 



Parent consent to 
p I acement 



CAC 5J06>5(d) In the case of United-English-speaking 
T nJI V I'd ua 1 3",' ' tfre "iTidi v ! "ctua I i zed education program shou I d 
provide for linguistically appropriate goals, objectives, 
programs, and services/>> See a I so CAC 5506(d) . 

CFR I2la.345('d) A meeting may "be conducted without a parent 
in attendance if the public agency is unable to convince 
the parents tijat they should attend. In this, case, the - 
public agency must have a record of Its attempts to arrange 
a mutually- agreed on time and pla-e such as: (I) detailed 
records of telephone calls made or attempted and the results 
of thbse cal is, (2) copies of correspondence sent to the 
parents and any responses received, and (5) detailed records 
-of visits made to the parentis home or place of employment 
and the results of those visits, 

EC 56338 iMo pupil may be required to participate in any 
special class or program under this chapter unless the parent 
of the pupil is first informed of the facts which make 
participation In the special program necessary or desirable 
and thereafter consents in writing to such a participation. 
See also CAC 5508(a), 
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Topic 

Meeting type 
SAT, EAS or 
Review 



Eligible for 
Special Education 



Birthdate or Age 
Classification 



Programs, requi red 



ERIC 



lEP 
PAPERWORK 



■'V,. 1 ^ ~ 



EC 56556,2 Each local comprehensive plan' sh*l'1 ^ - 
provide for at least .two levels of teams for 
review- and .decisions^ on el Igtbl I Ity, Indlviduaitzdd 
e,ducatlon and placement. These two levels shal l be 
k school srt^ level called the school appralsaJ t'ee^ 
and a regional leyel cal led the education assessmerfH . 
team,; (See also CFR I2la.545(d) , CAC 5107 ind QAC 5307) 

CFR I2la,535(b) If a determination Is made that a chi ld 
Is handi.c^pppd and needs special education and related 
services, an Individual i zed education program must be 
developed for the^chlld In accordance with CFR !2la.540 
121^.549 of subpa'rt e- 



CFR 



EC -65502 (q) Programs for the Communicatively handi- 
capped serve those pupils with disabilities in 
one or more of the commun ication ski I Is such as 
language, speech and hearing. Programs for the 
physically harrd I capped serve those pupils with 
physical disab i I ities such as vision, including 
disabilities within the function of vision re- 
sulting in visual perceptual oc visuaj motor 
dysfunction, and mobility impairments and ortho- 
pedic or other health impairments. Programs 
for the learning' handicapped serve pupi Is with 
significant disabi I ities in learning^r behavior 
such asu learning disabi I itFes, including ' ' 
disabilities resulting from visual perceptual 
disorders arid visual motor dfsorders,. behavior 
disorders, and educational retardation. 
Programs for the severely handicapped serve 
pupl'ls with" prof ound disabilities and who require 
intensive instruction and" training such as the 
developmental ly disabled, trainable mental ly 
retarded, autistic, and seriously (emotional ly 
disturbed. 



EC 56556.5(a)(5) 
program sha 1 1 be 

in a meeting of a ^^^„ 

educational assessment service 
include. .. (5) the specific educational 
and services required by the pupil and the 
the pupil will be able to participate in re* 
e'ducat iona I programs 

See^aisoCAC 5106.5(a) (5)>^'CFR 121a. 546(c) and 
CAC 5505(d)C1). 



The indivi;dual ized education < 
a writtien Statement determined 
school appraisal team or / 

team wh ich sha I I 
programs 
xtent 
ular 
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Top t c ' 



lEP 



Effective date of 
program and duration 



IC 56536.5(a)(4) .^.the projected da.te of 
initiation and anticipated duration of such 
programs and services, 
See also.CAC 3106.5(a)(4), 



School of service 



CFR 522(a) (.3) Each public agency shall ensure 
that (a) each handicapped child^s educational 
placement: (3) is as close as. possible to the 
ch i I d^s home, • . . Cc) un I ess a handicappad ch i Id's 
Individualized educational program requires 
some other arrangement, the child is educated 
in the school which he or she would attend^ i-f 
not handicapped; • 



Team members present 



School appraisal 
team members 



/'A 



ERIC 



CFR 121a.344(.a) General The public agency shall 
^. ensure that each meeting includes the following^^ 
parti cfpants: (Da representative of the public 
agency, other than -the child's teacher, who is 
qualified to provide ,or supervise the'provi sion 
of special education, (2) the...chi Id's teacher, 
(3) one or both of the .phi I d 's parents subject 
to CFR 121a, 345, (4) the child, where appropriate, 
(.5) other Individuals at the discretion of the 
parent or agency, (b) Evaluation personnel. For 
a handicapped child who has been evaluated for 
the first time, the public agency shall ensure: 
(1) that a member of the evaluation team partici- 
pates in the meeting; or (2) that the representa- 
tive of the public agency, the child^'s teacher, 
or some other person is present at the meeting 
who AS know ledgeab le about the evaluation proce- . 
dures used with the child and is familiar with 
the results of the evaluation. 
See also CAC 3305(d)(4)(e), 

EC 56336,2 Each local comprehensive plan shall 
provide for at least two levels of teams for review 
and decisions on e I iglbi lity, individual ized 
education program, and placement. These two 
levels sha I I be a school site level, called 
the school appraisal team, and a regional 
level, called the educational assessment service 
team, (a) The school appraisal team. The Minimum 
membership of the school appraisal team for 
purposes of review and decisions on eligibility, 
ind i vi dua I i zed educati on program sha I I be: 
(1) the school principakor his or her administrative 
designee; (2) the special education teacher(s) 
or specia I Ist(s) most appropriate to 'the needc 
of the pupil, and; (3) the parent, at the option 
of the parent, or both, -or if neither the parent 
nor a representative agi^e'to attend, a pupil 
58 - ' 
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Topic 



I EP 



School appraisa I 
team members 
(conti nued) 



services worker of the district or Special 
Education Services Region who is not supervised 
primarily by t^© school principal, such member • 
to serve as a child advocate. 
See EC' 56336.2 for additiona I members. 



Educational' assess- 
ment .serv<ice team 



Parent rights notice 



EC 56356.2(b) Edueati ona I assessment servH ce. • 
The educational assessment service shaJ I consist 
of profess iona I special (sts representing hea I th 
services, psychology, social work, speech, . 
language, hearTng, and -speci a I education, who 
shall conduct assessments as appropriate and 
participate in' the deve l.opment of the indf vi dua I fzed 
education program and make recomrnendations for 
.placement of -pup I Is referred to the education 
assessment service. 

The minimum membership of an educational assessment 
service team for purposes^ of review and decisions 
on' el igtbi I i ty , individualized education program, 
and placement for any pupil shall be: (1) a 
program speci a I i St or special education admin- 
' istrator appropriate to the needs of the pupi h; >• 
(2) the special education teacher or teachers or 
specialist or specialists most appropriate to the 
needs of the pupil; (3) professional member or 
members of the educational assessment service 
who has personally assessed the pupFI, whenever* 
the results or recommendations based on such an 
assessment are significant to the .devfejopment of 
the pupil'^s indi vidua I i zed e$lucat iron program 
and- p lacement, and (4)^the parent, at the.option ■ 
of the parent;, or a ^^representative- selected by 
the parent, or>both^ or af neither parent nor a 
representat i very^agree to attend, a pupi I services „ 
worker of the ^||s 

Serv Fees : Reg ion ^^such membe|^^ serve as a childe 

advocate. ' ^f? -UK... _[ 

See EC 56336. 2 (bl for additional membership'.' 

'rt'' , ' ■ ■ 

EC 56507 ProcedurafpDue, Process. ^' - a 

(a) Both a parent and pupi l are guaranteed . ; 
and may^ initFate procedural due process prcH^cf ipn 
In any decision regarding and resulting f rpm . 
pupi I's Identification as an .indivrdual .with ; ^ 
except^na T needs; the pup i I ' s ■ i denti f ircatfoo 
as an j|m I vi dua I ' with except.rona I needs;- tt^fe. ^^^^ , - 
pup i V^Rassessment and the Fmpjementatibn 'c|f :;the ' ' 
individualized education program; and the '4^aH a I , " 
placement, transfer, or termination o"f .the pupj T ' 
in a special or related ^servi'ces program (for. l ist 
of rights see EC 56507K . . , . • 
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Topic 



lEP 



A- 18 



Parental consent 



CFR 121a. 504(b) (1) farental consent must be obtained 
before: (ii) initial placement of a handicapped in 
a program" providing speqi a I education and related 
services. 

EC 56558 Parenta r^consept to participation . No ^ 

pupil may be^.required 1;o paftfcipate in any 

special cla^ or program- un I'ess the* parent of 

the pupil is'first informed of the facts which 

make parti ci*pation in special program necessary 

or desirable and thereafter consents in writing 

to such participation. 



Date 



Date of imp I emen- 
tation of lEP 



CFR 121a. 542(b) (2) When Individualized education 
programs must be in effect, (b) An Individualized 
education program must: (2) be implemented as 
soon as possible following the meetings under 
CFR 121a. 545. 

CAC 5106(a) ...,.the Individualized Education 
Program shall be imp lemented as soon as possible 
but not later than twenty (20) school days following 
Its development; except that in a situation where 
an appropriate placement cannot be made within 
twenty (20) school days, a projected date for 
placement and the reason for the delay shall be 
stated in the Individua-I ized Education Program, 
and the parent shall receive a copy. 
See also EC 56556.5(a)(4) and CAC 5506(a) (5) , (4) . 



Present levels of 
educat iona I performance 



Placement rationale 



CFR I2la.546 The i nd i vidua I J zed education program 
for each child must include: (a) a statement of. 
the child's present levels of educational performance, 
EC 56556.5(a) The individualized education program 
shall be a written statement determi ned In a 
meeting of a school appraisal team or educational 
assessment service team which shall include 
(1) the present levels of the pupi I 's educationa I 
functioning, . . . 

See also CAC 5506(a ) ( 1 ) and CAC 3106.5. 

CFR I2la.552 Each public agency shall ensure 
that (a) each handfcapped child's educational places 
ment: (2) Is based 
education program. 



on his or her individualized 



Percent of 
integration 



CFR 1 21a. 546 The individualized education program 
for each child must Include: (a) statement of 
the specific special educatfon and related services 
to be provided to the child, and the extent to 
which the. Chi Id will be able to participate 
in the regular programs. 

See also CAC 5106.5(a)(5), EC 56556.5(a)(5) and • 
CAC 5506(a)(6). 
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GO 



Projected date of 
Inltlaflon of services 

Duration of the 
service^ 



GFR I2la,546(d) The individualized education 
program for each child must include (d) the ^ 
projected dates for the Initiation of services 
and the anticipated duration of the services;,,/ 
S#e also EC 56336,5(a) (4) ; CAC 3l06-5(a) (4) 
and CAC 3306(a)(4). 



High School 
graduation status 



Subjects required 
for diploma 



Annual goals 



EC 56336.5(c) A secondary grade level pupil's 
individualized education prifgram shall also 
include any a Iternat i ve means and modes necessary 
for the pupil to complete the' district's prescribed 
course of study and meet (jf exceed proficiency 
standards for graduation, in accordance with 
section 51225. See also CAC 3106.5(c) and 
CAC 3306(c). 

EC 51225 No pupil shall receive a diploma of 
graduation from High school who has not completed 
the course of study prescribed by the governing 
board. Requirements for graduation shall Include: 
(a) English, (b) American history, (p) American 
government, (d) mathematics/ (e), science, (f) 
physical Mucation, unless the pupil has been 
exempted pursuant to the provision of this code, 
(g) other subjects as may be prescribed. 

CFR I2la. 346(b) The individualized education 
program for each child must include: ...(b) a 
statement of annual goals, including short-term 
Instructional objectives. S6e also EC 56336.5(a)(4) 
and CAC 3106.5(a)(2). 



Goals and short term 
objectives 



Appropriate objective 
criteria 



Linguistlcal ly 
appropriate goals 



EKLC 



ndlvldual Ized education program 
nclude: ...(b) a statement of 
ng short-term Instructional 



CFR I2la.346(ti) The 
for each chi Id must 
annua I goa Is, inci ud 
objectjves; 

EC 563:^6. 5(a) The individualized education program 



shall be a written statement 



which shal I Include: 



... (2) the annual objectives; 

CAC 3106. 5(a) The Individualized education program, 
... shall Ipclude: ... (2) a statement of annual goals. 
Including short-term Instructional objectives. See 
al^ CAC 330«a)(2) and CAC 3306(b). - 

CPR 1 21 a. 346 The Individualized education program for 
each chlldgmust Include: ... (e) appropriate objective \ 
criteria and evaluation procedures and schedules for 
determining, at least on an annual basis, whether the 
short-term Instructional objectives are being achieved. 
See also EC 56336.5(a)(5), CAC 3106.5(a)(5) ^nd 
CAC 33q6(a)(5). 

CAC 3106.5(d) In the case of limited English- 
speaking and non-EngI Ish-speaktng individual Is, the 
I ndlvldua 1 1 zed educat Ion program should provide for 
linguistically appropriate goals, objectives, programs 
and services. See also CAC 3306(d). 



PERIODIC OR ANNUAL REVIEW 



Toqilc 

Persflh 

(PL-94 
only) 



Rev i ew 



resigns! b le 
-142 consortium 



Annual review 



Per I od i c 



Rev i ew 



CAC 55jg6(b) Any local public agency shall describe 
the personnel responsible and the procedure to be 

■f n I I nwoH In acQiir i nn +ha+ oa<^h mini I inrliv/irlnal 



that each pupil's individualized 
being imp lemented. 



fo I lowed i n assuri ng 
education program is 

CFR 121a. 552 Eclch public agency shall ensure thai^:. 
(a) each handicapped child's educational placement: 
(1) is determined at least annually, (2) is b&sed 
on his or her individualized education program, 
and (3) is as close as possible to home, 
EC 56556.5(b) In addition to the annual objec- 
tives included in the pupil's individualized 
education program, the special education 
teachers or specia I ists of the pupil shall 
develop and periodical ly review the activities' 
for each pup i I . 

See also CAC .5106.5(b) and 5506(b). 




FEDERAL DATA REQUIREMENTS 



Top ic 



Provide i nformation 
necessary for the 
state agency to perform 
i ts duties, i.e. 
!• specific performance 

criteria; and 
2. educational achieve^ 

ment i nformation 



Provide for 
record keeping 



20 use 1414 (a) A local educational agency or an 
intermediate educationa I uni t which desires to 
receive payments under section 1411(d) for any 
fiscal -year shall submit an application to the 
appropriate state educatjonal agency. Such 
app I i cation sha II- 

(3) (A) Provide for furnishing such information 
(which, in the case of reports relating to per- 
formance, is in accordance with specific performance 
criteria related to program objectives), as 
may be necessary to enable the state educational 
agency to perfohn its duties under this part, 
including information relating- to educational 
achievement of handicapped children participating 
in programs carried out under this part; (b) provide 
for keeping such records; and provide for 
affording such access to such records, as the 
state educational agency may find necessary to ' 
assure the correctness and verification of such 
information furnished under subclause (A). 



Provide the number of 
handicapped chi Idren 
within each disability. 
The number of handi- 
capped children within 
,each disabi I ity in 
regu I ar education. 

The number of handi- 
capped children removed 

from regular classroom 
ft 

Number of handicapped 
children receiving an 
appropriate education 
and those not ' 
rece i V i ng one. 



The number of personnel 
by disiabi lity category 
emoloyed in the educa- 
tion of the handi- 
capped Chi Idren. 



20 use 1418 (a) The commissioner sha 1 1 measure 
and evaluate the impact of the program authorized 
under this part and the eff^tiveness of state 
efforts" to assure the free ^propriate public 
education for al I handicapped 'chi Idren. (b).,.the 
commissioner shall (1) through the National 
Center for Education Statistics provi de. - -such 
information from state and I oca I educational 
agencies and other appropriate sources necessary 
for the implementation of this part, including 
(A) the number of handicapped children in each 
state, within each disability, who require special 
education and related services... 

(C) the number of handicapped children in each 
state, within each disability, who are participa- 
ting in regular educational programs consistent 
with the requirements of section 1412(5)(B) and 
section 1414(a) ( 1 ) (c) ( iV) of this title, and .the 
number of handicapped children who have been 

'placed in separate classes or separate school 
. facilities, or who have been otherwise removed 
from the regular education environment; 

(D) the number of handicapped children who are 
enrolled in public or private institutions In each 
state and who are receiving a free appropriate pub- 
lic education, and the number of handicapped 
children who are in such institutions who are not 
receiving a free and approprt ate pub I ic education;... 
CF) the number of personnel, by a i sab i I ity category, 
employed in the education of handicapped children, 
and the estimated number of additiona I personnel 
needed to adequately carry out the policy established 
by this act. 
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Topic 



estimated number of 
handicapped chi Idren 

For each current 
school year 



(1) number of handicappedi; 
children (i) receiving 
a free approp r i ate 
publ ic education, 
(i i ) are not receiving a 
free appropriate public 
education, 

( i i i ) in pub i ic institu- 
tions not receiving a 
free qppropriate 
pub I ic education. 



(c) Estimated number 
of handicapped chil- 
dren for next year. 

(d) Description of 
data base 

To be estimated for 
each disabi I ity 
cagetory X age ranges. 



Percent of handicapped 
children to have full 
%ducationa I opportunity 
X disability category 
and age range, . 



CFR 121a. 125 Beginning with school year 1978-79, 
each annual program plan must contain the following 
information: 

(a) The estimated number of handicapped children 
who need special education and related services. 

(b) For the current school year: 

(1) the number of handicapped children aged 
birth through two, who are receiving 
special education and related services; and 

(2) the number of handicapped children: 
(i) who are receiving a free appropriate 

puD I ic education > 
Cii) who need, but are not receiving, a 
free appropriate public education 
(iii) who are enrolled in public and private 
%> institutions who are receiving a free 

appropriate public education, and 
(Jv) who are enrol led in publiq and private 
institutions and are not receiving a 
free and aopropri'ate public education. 
The estimated numbers o"^ handicapped children 
are expected to 'receive special education and 
related services during the next school year, 
(d) A description of the basis used to determine 
data required under this section. 
The data required by paragraphs (a), (b) and 
of this section must be provided. 



(c) 
who 



the 
(e) 
(c) 



(1) for each disability category (except for 
children aged birth through two), and 

(2) for each of the following age ranges: . 
birth through two, three through five, 
six through seventeen, and eighteen 
through twenty-one. ^ 

CFR 121a. 125(b) Content of timetable- (1) The 
tfmetabhitf^ must indicate what percent of the total 
estimated number of handicapped children the 
state expects to have full educational opportunity 
in each succeeding school year. (2) tl^e jri^ta required 
under this paragraph.must be provfdea| ( n); for 
each disabPlity category (except f6r ch i''1'dre,n"*;;.!^ 
aged birth through twoj, and (ii) for^each of 
the following age r^angj^: birth through twoi three 
through five, six T^'^^Hh ^seventeen, and eighteen 
through twenty-one-^*" 



EKLC 



Additiorral number of 
various types of spe- 
cial education tea- 
chers needed and num- 
ber currently 
emp joyed. 

Number of additional. 
DIS specialists need- 
ed and 'currently 
employed. 



CFR 121a. 126(b) Stati5|-ical description. Each 
annual program plan must include the following data: 

(1) The number of addi^tional special class tea^- 
chers, resource room teachers, and itinerant or . 
consultant teachers needed for each disability 
category and the number of each of these who are 
currently employed in the state.' ^' 

(2) The number of other additionaj personnel needed, 
and the number 9urrent ly emp loyed in the state, 
including school psychologists, schoo^^^ social 
workers, occupational therapists, physical 
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Top i c 



therapists, home-"hosp i ta I teachers, speech- 
language pathologists, audiologists, teacher aides, 
vocational education teachers, work study 
coordinators, physical education teachers, therapeu- 
tic recreation specialists, diagnostic personnel, 
supervisors, and other instructional and non- 
instructional staff. 



Total number of per- 
sonnel and salary costs 

Number and kind of 
speci a I education 
fact I i t ies needed 
and in use > 



Total number of trans- 
portation units needed 
and in us^ for special 
education 



(3) the total number of personnel reported under 
paragraph (b) (1) and (2) of this section, and 
the salary costs of those personnel. 

(4) The number and kind of facilities needed for 
handicapped children and the number and kind 
currently in use in the state, including regular 
classes serving handi^capped children, self- 
contained Classes on a regu I ar school campus, 
resource rooms, private special educatjon day 
schools, public special education day schools, pri- 
vate special education residential schools, public 
special education residential schools, hospital 
programs, oceupational therapy facilities, 
physical therapy faci I ities, *pub I ic sheltered 
workshops, private sheltered workshops, and other 
types of faci I ities. 

(5) The tota I number of transportation units needed 
for handicapped /chi I dren which are in use in the 
state, and the number of handicapped children 

who use these units to benefit from special edu- 
cation. 



For the above cate- 
gories " - 

( 1 ) estimates for 
servi ng a I I hand i- 
capped ch i I dren 

(2) current year data 

(3) estimates for next 
year 



Annual evaluatipn to 
assess effectiveness 
of programs in meet-- 
ing educational needs 



Enabling regulation 



Mc) Data categories. The data required under 
paragraph (b) of this section must be provided 
as fol lows: ' . 

(1) Estimates for serving all handicapped 
childrei^ who require speqial education and re- 
lated services. 

(2) Current year data, based on the' actual numbers 
of handicapped' chi I dren receiving special educa- 
tion and related services (as reported under 
subpart G) ^ and . 

(3) . Estimates for the next school year. 

^(d) Rationale. Each annual program plan must 
include a desc^^iption of the means used to deter- 
mine the number and salary costs of personnel. 

CFR 12Ia* M6 Annua I eva I uat i on. Each annua l 
program plan must include procedures for evaluation 
at least annual ly of ^hs effectiveness of pro- 
grams in ^rieet ing the educational needs of handi- 
capped chi lidren, including evaluation of indivi- 
dualized ejducation programs. 

CFR ■ 12 la .232 Each application must provide that the 
loca I educationa I agency furnishes information as 
may be necessary to. enable the state educational 
agency to perform its duties under this act. 

% 



.STATE DATA REQUIREMENTS 



Annual report 



EC 56550 Each special education* service region 
shal 1 submit to the superintendent at' least 
annual ly ,a report in a form and. manner pre- 
scribed by the superintendent. Such rspqrtsi 
shall include that information necessary fcr the^ 
superintendent to carry out his or her ^es^bn-^ 
sibilities described in Section 56351 and such 
other statistical data, progra^ descriptions,^' 
and fiscal information as the superintendent 
may require. 
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Program eva I uat i oh 
to include: 

.•Program costs 

•Pupi Is by .classi- 
fication 

.•Placement of pupils 
in non- restrictive 
environments .n 

•Pupils transferred 

•Racia I and ethni c 

. distribution 

Program outcome to 
include: 

•Pup i I performance 

•Placeoien^ of pupils 
in non-restrictive 
environments i 

•Degree to which ser- 
vices identified are 
provided 

•Parent, pup i I , teacher 
and administrator sa- 
tisfaction with ser- ^i^; , 
v^fces ^and process providted J> 



EC 56551 In accordance with a program evaluation 
plan adopted pursuant to subdivision (e) of 
Section 56510, the superintendent shai t submit 
to-the board, the Legislature, and the Governor, 
an annual evaluation of the special education 
programs implemented under this chapter. This 
eva I uat ion shal I : 

(a) be performed consistent with the general . 
provisions of sections 55400, 55401 and 554(^4; * 

(b) be an individual program € 
purposes of section 55405; 
.(c) include, but not be limite 



(1) 



Descriptive 
not 
(A) 
(B) 
(C) 



informat 
I imited to: 
program costs 
pupi Is by classi 



(2) 



p I acement of, pup 
tlye environments' 

(D) pupils transferre 

(E) racial and ethnic 
Program imp lementat i 
i ncl uding but not I imi 

(A) pup I- 1 peP^ormance 

(B) pi acement pupi 
tive envirWments 



estric- 



(C) 



(D) 



-•ee 
i'd 




data. 



restric- 



degree to whi<^ servTces identified 



in individualized education programs 
are provijied 

parent, pupil, telcher and adpiinistrator 
satisfaction with services and process 
proN/'ided 



6552 The annual reports required under sections 
'50 aivd 56551 sha'l I also identify, the. numbers 
indi^^^duals with exceptional needs, their racij 
yant^^thrtic data,- and the special education progr^ 



of 



♦ r 



^jproylded in the following classifications: 

(a) Communicatively handicapped 
.__'''(t>) P^^ysi cal l y. handicapped - - 

(c) Learning handicapped ■ 
^jf(d) Sevei^ely handicapped 

Numbers of pupils with .exceptions 1 need by 

•racial and ethni c^darfa 

•special ed pr-ogram: .CH .LH .PH .SH 
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRES 

TEACHER SPECIALIST. OR PROGRAM, SPECIALIST /J 

■ ' ' ' 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR ^ % 

PAPERWORK STUDY IN SPECIAL EDUCATION,./^. . - > ^, 

PREFACE : I am conducting a study regarding Special Bduc»Hon Pape'rTwor^ 
by a grant through the State Department of Educattoiw ^?^e of Spnpjal 
Education. The p%irpose of this study ts to ana lyze^^Sfj^fc cr*Jttque 
of the "primary paperwork" used In special educattori: ' YoiJft d f sJ^SSli* is 
Just part of a statewide sample. The approach of +h ir^4 nra|^i g^W!^ to 
s6irclt honest and forthright comment^. The thrust offithejKK^ 
Interviews Is to, ffr|5t, determine what paperwork ^pracfHSte^^^ and, 
secondly, to determine .how these pf-actlces can be Improved. ^^^^^J^^ 

I. FORM CONSTRUCTION : . ' 'Vt 5 

,rAre the direct t^dns for collecting ^ata cl.ear'^' 
" /H/ 'Yes /^y ifo rZj Uncertain /^^i^f^^^ 



B. Are the forms I eg i b i e? 

/~7'Yes i^l No IZJ Uncertain W 



Is there enough room In ^hlch to write? 

tZi Yes /~ /~/ /' Uncertain 

• ' ' ■ 

D. Is there a place for all the necessiif^/.tjl^'foniiatlon? 

UJ Yes rZl No rj 'Uncertain"" 

E. Was teacheir f'dput involved In construct I n^ffhe forms? 
\ rZl Yes. IJJ No rZl .Unc^i^aln ^ 

F. What Information Is requested on okviy two or more forms that could 
be delQ+e^? * < 

' ' . .' 

,Cn 'Nothing /"/ Some repetition /~/ Uncertain 

2. TIME ^ESTIMATES : 

.A. In fM'Jtng'but paperwork, often the processes involved in 

col liaifctlng^data are confused with the actual filling out of paper- 



work. J^or each student, how much time do you spend on each? 



V. 



Total Process Fl M Ing 

Out 

Max MIn Forms 



referral paperwork 

assessment paperwork 

_^ placement/ 1 EP paperwork 

team meeting 



other 



■7^ 



B. What fraction of the time do you spend completing paperwork In 
the te^jm meetings? 

/'^/ 1/8 /~/ 1/4 /~/ 1/2 /ZJ 3/4 /^/ The entire time 

C. How many students do you process each year? 
_Ref erred? In program? 

USEFULNESS 

Do you feel that the present documentation in special education fs 
useful In assuring that the most appropriate education Is delivered 
to each chl Id? 

/^/ Yes /'Zy Not In all cases /~/ No 

What parts of the paperwork are useful for dally Instruction? Why? 
/ZJ Referral /~ Assessment /~7 Placement /~/ lEP /^J Of her 
rrj No parts 

If the student Is not placed, what use Is made of the assessment findings? 

r^J No use r^J Filed To ctassroom teacher /~/ No knowledge of use 

■ •. 

Does the supporting paperwork scatter and distract or add to and focus 
the aim' of the team meeting? 

r^J Add to rZl /Distract from 

CHANGES 

What changes In the laws and regulations do you feel could insure more 
efficient practice? 

/3I/ Change - iZj No change .V^/ Uncertain. 
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What would you change In the paperwork to diminish the completion time? 
/ ,/ Process change / I Forms change. / / No change / I Uncertain 

What kind of attitude do you have toward the processes documented by the 
paperwork in special' education? How do you feel about actually filling 
out the forms? 

Process / I Positive / I Negative f^l Uncertain 

Forms / I Pos i t i ve / I Negat i ve 1^1 Uncerta i n 



t ■ ■ " MANAGEMENT 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR . ' . . ' . ' \ 
PAPERWORK STUDY. IN SPECIAL EDUCATION . 

PREFACE : I am conducting a study regarding Special Education Paperwork 
by a grant through the State Department of Education, Office of Special 
Education. The purpose of this study is^-^ analyze and critique a Sample 
of the "primary paperwork" used In specian^ducatloa. Your district is 
just part of. statewide sample. ^ The approach of this Interviewer is to 
solicit honest and forthright comments/ The thrust of the paperwork 
interviews is to, first, determine what paperwork practices . ^xist; and, 
second I y,^ to determine how these^ practices can be Improved. 

1. FORM CONSTRUCTION : | . • . , 

A. Are the directions "^or collecting data clear? 
/~/ Yes /~/ No /~/ Uncertain 

B. Are the forms legible? 

/""/Yes /~y No / / Uncertain \ ^ 

0 ■ 

C. Is there enough room in which to write? 

7^/ Yes . /~/ No rj Uncertain 

'■■>.' ' , , • • • ■ 

D. Is there a place for all the necessary information? 
/^/ Yes /ZJ /~/ Uncertain 

E. Was teacher ' input involved in constructing +he forms? 

Yes /~/ No /~/ Uncertain 

F. What information is requested on one, two or more forms that could 
be del eted? 

/ / Nothing / / Some repetition / / Uncertain ' 

2. TIME ESTIMATES ; 

A. In filling out paperwork, often the processes Involved in collecting 
data are confused with the actual filling. out of paperwork. For 
each student, how much time do you spend on each? 



Total Process Fi I I Ing 

Out 

Max MIn ' Forms 



referral papen^ork 
assessment paperwork ■ 
p I acement?^ I EP paperwork 
team meeting > 
other 



B. How many epecl'al education students do you serve? 

'C. .How many students are referred and processed each year? 

D. What percentage of the students referred are eligible and placed? 
^ (district only) 

Of yourtotaf day, what percentage does the completion of special 
educetioh paperwork require? . ' 

/ y Large amount / / Small amount / / Uncertain 

USEFULNESS 

Do you feel that the present- documentation in special education is ^ 
useful in assuring that the. most appropriate education is delivered ^ . 

to each chi I d? 

/^/ Yes rZ/ Motrin a I I ctses Hj No ^ if 

If the student is not placed, what use is made of the assessment findings? 

No use / I Filed 1^1 To^classroom teacher / / No knowledge of use 

Does the supporting paperwork scatter and distract or add to and focus' 
the aim of the team meeting? ^ 

Hj Add to rj Distract from 

How do you feel the cost^ data collection relates to its usefulness? 
UsefuU /~/ Not gfta^ Uncertain ^ 

To what extent do the, dsgBlp^ are required to collect in speciaj 

education relate to tha||^^jg?,lonal decisions that you make? 

Supports Decision : . ' ■ 

©very case / I In sAfe cases / I In no catees / / Uncertain 

What changes In the laws and r^ulatlons do you feel could insure more 
..efficient practice? - . \ ' 

/~7 Change / / No change /_V Uncertain- 
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lO'. vWhat would you change in the paperworl^|j|b^iy the completion iiime? 
/ /Process change / /Forms change No change / /Uncertain 

DISTRICT PERSONNEL ^ - ' ■• 

Federal and State laws and regulations require mgny reports to be • 
completed by the local districts* For exampi^^ the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR 121 a. 123) requires the purl i counts , for various 
categories be reported. !^ The cSde of FederaT Regu lations (CFR ..I2la.l26) - 
also requiries an annual evaluation to assess the effectiveness of , ^ 

programs in meeting educational needs* . • 

fl. For what Federal and State reports in special education are you 
responsible? " 

12. What percentage of your time goes into the completion of the Federal 

and State reports' in special education? ' - 

13. To what extent do you feel these reports are used to make local decisions? 
Could some be el Iminated? 



6i- - 
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APPENQIX C: SUMM^^RY OF THE TIME ESTIMATES 

- , . TIME ESTIMATES FOR THE USUAL 

PLACEMENT TEAMS IN HOURS 

Master Plan " 



POSITION 



PROCESS TIME 
MAXIMUM-MINIMUM 



. PAPERWORK TIME 



Placement from Regular Class to Designated tnstructiOTivSen/ice 



Administrator 
01 S Sofrvice 
Teacher . , 
Parent 

' Tota I 



2.2e -' 0--98 
7.16 - 1.62 
.2.46 - 0.43 



, . 1,1 .90 - .3.03 hrs.: 

i ■ r» 

Placement from Regular Class to Resource Class 



■0.02 
0.70 

■■o.,oo 



0.72 hrs. 



ERIC 



Administrator 
Resource Specialist 
Parent ' ^ / 


2.28- 


0."98 
5.47 


0.02 
* I.IO 




Total 




6.45 hrs. 


1.12 


hrs. 


+DIS Service ^ 


1 ."62 


0.07 


0 


Total 




8.07 hrs. . ■ 


1.19 


hrs 


(A) Placement from Resource Class to Special Day Class^^(LH) 






Program Specialist 
Special Day Class Teacher 
'Pafrent 


. ^5.18- 
4.00- 


1.85 
1 .85 


0.54 
. -0.32 




Total ■ . 


9. 18 - 


3.70 hrs. ' 


. .- 0^86 


hrs 


Psychologist* 
SpeechVahd Language. • . • 
Administrator . 


• ' 2.21 - 
7.16 - 
2.28 - 


1 .07" 
'1.62. . 
0."98' 


0.22 
9. 70 
0.02 




\ Tptal 


20.83 - 


7.37 hrs. 


1. 80;, hrs 


(B) Placement from Ijpsourc^ Class to Special Dav^ Class (LH) 






Vprogram Socialist 
Resource Special ist. . 
.Parent 


' 5.18 - 
8.73 - 


1 .85 
5.47 


0.54 
l-.IO 




Total 


13.91 - 


7.32 hrs. 


,1 .64 


hrs 


-J _ ^ ■ . • • 

Psychologist*... 

" Speech and Language 
Administrator 


2.21 - 

7.16 - 
2.28 - 


1.07 

1.62 , ^ 
0.98 


0.22 
0.70 
0.02 




Total 


25.56 - 


10.99 hrs 


/ 2.58 


hrs 


\ 


-73 ■ 82 ' . ^ " 


_y 


) ■ 



*. ' . . PROCESS TIME 

POS IT-ION . . MAXIMUM-MINIMUM PAPERWORK TIME 

Placement from Specia I .Day CI ass (LH) to Special Day Class (SH) 



Program Special 1st 

Psychologist* 

Parent 

Special Day Class Teacher(LH) 
Special Day Class Teacher(SH) 
Total 

Administrator (sending) 
Administrator (receiving) 
Speech and Language 
DIS Service (other) 
Total 



5. 18 - I .85 

2.21 - 1.07 

4.00 - 1.85 

'4.00 - 1.85 

15.39 - 6.62 hrs. 

2..28 - 0,98 

2.28 - 0.98 

7.-16 - 1.62 

7. 16 - I .62 

34.27 - I 1 .82 hrs. 



Non-Master Plan 



Placement from Regular Class to Designated Instruction ServA-ce 



Teacher* . 
Administrator 
DIS Service 
Parent 

Total 



I .23 - 0.76 
1.79- 1.15 
5.72 - 1.94 



8.74 - 3.85 hrs. 
Placement from Regu^lar Class to Special Day Class 



Teacher* 

Administrator 

Special Day Class Teacher 

Psychologist 

DIS Service 

Parent 

Tota I 



1.23- 0.76 

I .79 - 1,15 

4.58 - 2.25 

5.48- 2.25 

5.72 - 1.94 

18.80 - 8.78 hrs. 



Placement from Special Day Class to Special Day Class 
Special Day Class Teacher 

(sending) - 4.58 - 2.68 

Administrator 



(sending*) 
Psychologist 
DIS Service 

Special Day Class Teacher 

( rece i v I ng ) 

Administrator 

(receiving) 

Parent 

' Totaf 



1 .79 
5.48 
5.72. 

4.58 

I .79 



I . 15 
2.25 
I .94 

2.68 

1.15 



0.54 
0.22 

0.32 
0.32 



I .40 hrs. 

0.02 ^ 
0.02 
0.70 
0.72 



2,84 hrs. 



0. 13 
0. 19 
0.90 



1.22 hrs. 



0. 13 
0. 19 
0.44 
1 .50' 
0.90 



3.16 hrs. 



0.44 

0.,I9 
I .'SO 
0.90 

■t 

0.44 
0. 19 



23.94 - I 1 .85 hrs. 



3.66 hrs. 
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TIME ESTIMATES FOR 
ANNUAL REVIEW TEAM^' 





Master Plan 








POSITION 


PRXESS 


TIME 




PAPERWORK TIME 


DIS Service 










DIS Specialist 


2.81 - 


1 .07 




0.47 


Administrator 


0.88 - 


0.67 




0 


Parent 










Total 


3.69 - 

♦ r ■ 


\ .lA 


hrsv 


0.47 hr. 


Resource Soeciallst Proqram 










z.yi - 


\ .91 




0.53 


j fiuin 1111^ rraTUi 


r\ Q Q _ 
U. 00 - 


0.67 




0 












Tota 1 


3*81 - 


2.58 


hrs. 


0.53 hr.' 


Special Oay Class 










Program Special 1st 


1 .52 - 


0.94 




0.30 


Special Day Class Teacher 


3.29 - 


1 .80 




0.46 


Parent 








Tota 1 


4.81 - 


2.74 


hrs. 


0.76 hr. 


Administrator 


0.88 - 


0.67 




0 


Total 


5.69 - 


3.41 


hrs. 


0.76 hr. 




Non-Master Plan 








DIS Service ^ 










DIS Special 1st 


0.67 - 


'Q.22 




0.32 


Administrator 


0.46 - 


0.38 




, ' 0.04 


Parent 










Tota 1 


1.13 - 


0.60 


hrs. 


0.36 hr. 


Special: Day Class 










Administrator 


0.46 - 


.38 




0.04 


Special Day Class Tafcher 


3.28 - 


2.43 




0.59 


Parent 










Total 


3.74'- 

« 

* 


2.81 


hrs. 


0.63 hr.f- 



r - \ 



AVERAQE time/spent ON PROCESS AND 



TYPE OF PAPERWORK 



Referral 

Assessment Plan/Consent 
Assessment 

Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg 

Placement Meeting 

Total time to place 

Assessment for Annual Review 

Annual Review Meeting 

Total for In-Program 
(0.88 - 0.67 hrs) - (0 hr) • • 

Average number of students placed each year = 48.0 
Average number of students in program each year =* 83.8 



Master Plan - Special Day Class Teacher 



32.8 - 


7.7 


.4 


Referral 


0 




6.7 


Assessment Plan/Consent 


1 1 1.9 - 


60.0 


.0 


Assessment 


32.7 - 


18. 1 


10.0 


Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg 


62.7 


25 


2.3 


Placement Meeting 


240.1 - 


1 10.8 min. - . 


19.4 min. 


Total time to place 


(4.0 - 


1.85 hrs) 


• (0.32. hrs) 




1 10 - 


66.3 min. 


18 min. 


Assessment for Annual Review 


87.3 - 


41.4 min. 


■ 9.5 min. 


Annual, Review Meeting 


197.3 - 


107.7 min. , 


27.5 min. 


Total for In-Program 


(3.29 - 


1.80 hrs) 


(0.46 hrs) 


. 


Average 


number of students placed each year =7.7 




Average number of students 


■ in program each year = 1 i 






Mastef 


Plan - Proqram Soecialist 




32.3 - 


8.1 


2.3 


Referral 


31.3 - 


13.5 


6.2 


Assessment Plan/Consent. 


62.3 - 


24.6 


0 


Assessment 


67.0 - 


16.5 


1.2 


Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg 


.1 17.7 - 


48. 1 


22.7 


Placement Meeting 


5-10.6 - 


110.9 


32.4 min. 


Total time to place 


(5. 18 - 


1 .85 hrs) 


(0.54 hrs) 




43.8 - 


31 .1 min. 


4.6 min. 


Assessment for Annual Review 


47.3 - 


25.4 min: 


13.1 min. 


Annual Review Meeting . ' 


91.1 - 


56.5 min.' 


17.7 min. - 


Tota 1 f o r 1 n -P rog ram 


(1.52 - 


0.94 hrs) 


(0.30 hrs) 





Average nlimber of students placed each year - 69.2 
Average' number of students In prog ram _eacn\year = 265.3 



PROCESS TIME 
MAX I MUM-MINIMUM 



PAPERWORK PER STUDENT 
Master Plan - Prlnclpa I 
PAPERWORK TIME 



20.0 - 11.9 1. 1 I 

20.0 - 1.7 0 

10.0 - 4.5 .0 

6.7 - 1.6 0 

80.0 - 38.9 0 . 



136.7 - 58.6 min. I . I I min. 

(2.28 - 0.98 hrs) (.02 hr) 

5.0 - 3.3 min. 0 

47.2 - 36.7 min. 0 . 



52.2 - 40:0 min. 0 min. 



Master Plan - Resource Specialist 
PROCESS TIME ^ 
MAXfMUM^lNIMUM : ' PAPERWORK TIME > TYPE OF PAPERWORK 



^74.1-*^%.^ 7.5 Referral 

20.4 - > I I ;.8 • 0: 14,5 Assessment Plan/Consent 

294.5 - 196^4 . "./J';* 13.1 Assessment 

53.2 - 40.9 ■■'^B.'^'^ 15 Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg 

81.8 - 40.0 ^. .J^f: 15.9 Placement Meeting 

524.0 - 328.1 mTn. 66,0 mln. Total time to place 

(8.73 - 5.47 hrs.lf;;i^ (1. 10 hrs) 

96.8 - 67.^mfn. -'^I:;'^ 15.5 mln. Assessment for Annual Review 

79. 1 - 46.8 mln. /-^i^' 16.8 mtn. Annual Rev I ew^Meet I ng 

175.9 - I 14.5 mln. 32.3 min. Tota I for I n-Program i 

(2.93 - 1.91 hrs) (0.53 hrs) 

Average number of students placed each year = 22.4 
Av6f;age number of students in program each year = 27.1 

Master Plan * Designated Instruction Service ^ 

37.2 - .14.7 . . . 4.8 Referral 
50.0-3.9 2.2 Assessment Plan/Consent 

150.0- 38.3 5.6 Assessment 

44.4 - 14.4 14.4 Notice of Mtg/Prep for Mtg 

147.8 - 25.6 15.0 Placement Meeting 

429.4 - 96.9 min. 42.0 mln. TotaJ time to place 

(7.16 - 1.62 hrs.) (0.70 hrs.) 

95.6 - 37.2 min 12.2 mln. Assessment for Annual Review 

72.8 - 27.2 m f n . 16. 1 min. Annual Review Meeting 

168.4 - 64.4 mln. 28.3min. Total for In-Program 

(2.81 - 1.07 hrs) (0.47 hrs) 



Average' number of students placed each year = 31.1 
Average number of students in program each year = 61.6 
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ESTIMATED TIME EXPENDED ON PROCESS 
AND PAPERWORK FOR A YEAR 

■Master PI an - 



PROCESS TIME 
MAXIMUM-MINIMUM 

Prlnctpa! 

109.36- -46.88 
72.91 - 55.87 

182.3 - 102.7 hrs. 

Special Day CI ass Teacher 

47.48 - 14.22 * 
38.47 - 21 .00 . 
85.95 - 35.22 hrs. 

/ • 
Program Special ist . 

358.23 - 127.9*1. 
402.81 T 249.83 , 

761 .04 - 377.74 hrs. 

Resource Sped a I ist 
■ — - — 

195.63 - 12?. 49. , , 

79.^5 - ,51.72 * 
275.08 - 174.21 hrs.. 



PAPERWORK TIME 



. 96 

0 

0.96 hrs. 



2.49 ^ 
5.36 • 
7. §5 hrs. 



37.^7 • 
• 79.^ 
I 16.96 hrs. 



24.64 
14.36 

39.00 hrs. 



' ACTIV 



P I icement 
Annual Review 
• Total ~~ 



Pi acement 
Annual Review 
Total 



iP I acement 
Annua I Rev i ew 
Tota I 



PI acement 
Annual Review 
Total 



Pes I qnaf ed I nst ruct I on birv ! te 

222.57 - 50.20^ 21 .77 

87.29 - 66.11 29.06 
509.86 - 116.31 hrs. 50.83 hrs. 



PI acement 
Annual Review 
Tota I 



87 



ESTIMATED TIME EXPENDED ON PROCESS 
AND PAPERWORK FOR A YEAR 

Non-Master Plan 



PRXESS TIME 
MAXIMUM-MINIMUM 

Prtnctpal 

35.98 - 23. 12 
55.11 - 45.52 
91.09 - 68.64 hrs. 

Special Day Class Teacher 

17.91 - 10.48 
39.95 - 29.60 
57.86 - 40.08 hrs.* 



PAPERWORK TIME 



/ ■ 22.76 
0-80 
V 23.56 hrs. 




I ;72 
7. 19 



^" 8.91 hrs. 
Psycho I og i st/P roq ram Special ist ^, 



P. I acemenf ,^bf -S'-i^deht , 
I n-Proqram •Stud'eo.ts - 
Total • : v-.^V/ . . A 



1380.96 - 567.00 
161 .19 - 89.55 
1542. 15 r 656.55 hrs. 



■K 



378.00 
4.98 
382.98 hrs. 



^ .Piaeemeht i- 
•S '^?""^ ' ' Rev l,»w <A- 



Pes iqnated Instruction Services. 

L I - 

37.02 - 45. 12 • ' 

39.78 -■ 12. 16' 



76.80 - 57.27 hrs. 




; fllafeemerit of Student 
Annu^f Review ' . /' 



Total 



714 



4 



8S 
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APPENDIX D: SPECIAL EDUCATION AGENCIES SOLIC*T€D AND A($ENCIES INCLUDED 
IN THE PAPERWORK AND INTERVIEW SAMPLES 



SESRS 



Sol icited 
Agencies 



Provide^ 
Paperwork ^ » 



I nterview 
Samp I e 



2. 
5. 



'•1: 

* 8. 
9. 
10. 
II. 

* 12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 

, 16. 
17. 
18. 
> 19. 



Contra Costa Co. 

Humbo I dt-Oe I Norte Co. 

Los Angeles U. (Area 1 44) 

Sacramento USD 

Santa Barbara Co. 

Santa Monica USD 

Stanislaus Co. 

Tulare Co. 

Whittier Area Coop. 

Fresno USD 

Glenn Co. 

Merced Co. 

Riverside Co. 

San, 01 ego USD 

Santa Clara Co. ( I ,2i7) 

Santa Cruz/San Benito Co. 

Orange USD 

West Orange Co. 

San Juan USD 



Public Law 94-142' Cons ort I urns 

1. Mt. Diablo U 

2. Fresno Co. 

3. Butte Co. 

4. Mendocino Co. 

5. Long Beach USD , 

6. f'omona USD 

7. Pasadena USD 

8. San Joaquin Co. 
■9. West San Bernardino Co. 

10. Oak I anil Unified 

1 1 . Sacramento Co. 

12. San Diego Co. 

13. San Luis Obispo USD 

14. Alameida Co. 

15. Monterey Co. 

16. Stockton USD 

17. Kern Co. 

18. Garden Grove U 

19. San Mateo Co. 

20. North Orange Co. 



r- 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X, ■ 
x" 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



X 
X 

X 
X 
X 




FWlot 



ERIC 



80 



89 



Sol Icited 
Aqenctes 



21. * Placer/Nevada Co. 
22/ San Francisco USD 
?3.. Ventura Cd. 
24. . Imperial Val ley 
Lassen Co. 



Provided 
Paperwork 



X 
X 
X 
X 



I nterview 
Samp I e 

X 
X 



APPENDIX E: SUMMARY TABLES FOR THE TYPICAL PAPERWORK IN SPECIAL EDUCATION 



The following tables are a summary of the typical paperwork In 
\special education .for the following:^ ^ 

TABLE I Referral Paperwork 

TABLE 2 Assessment Paperwork ' 

TABLE 3 . . . ♦ . Forms for the Assessment Resu Its with the 

f^^mber" of Data Items 
TABLE 4 .... . Individual Education Plan ' 

The notice of a team meeting was not summarized. The forms concerning 
the fair hearing process wdre collected and included in a catalogue of forms 
but not summarized. 

The judgment as to whether the data item is required by mandate^should 
be viewed as tentative. A data item In question should be checked against 
the actual mandate before the decision is made to col lect that item. 
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45 


492 


20 


184 




b 


192 


261 


'8 


99 


16 ■ 


!63 



a = Speech and Language 

b = Either no forms were used for the r ' ♦combined on one form 

report or the district did not provide , ■ •• ■ . 

these forms . \ , ' . 



TABLE 3 ■ , ^ 
FORMS FOR THE ASSESSMENT RESULTS^ 
WITH THE NUMBER OF DATA ITEMS 



,5m mm 



CONSORT lyN 

CONSORT I yN 2 

CONSORT lUH 3 

CONSORTIUM 4 

CONSORT lUN ) 

CONSORTIUK ( 

CONSORTiyi^ 7 
CONSORTIyH't 

CONSORTION 9 

CONSORTIUM 10 

CONSORIIUK II 

CONSORT tUiv 12 

CCNiORTlUH 13 

ttumm i< 

COsSORTlOH 15' 
CllNSORTIUM l( 
CONSORTIUM 17 . 

'' ERIC 



SB 



III 



lillli 

K I <C I C V) 



mmm: 



I si I i E ^> 

iiiMiHisiiilii 



mm 




ill 



n 



h 
lU'l 
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Appendix A Critique of ""the Forms Drafted by the Office of' 
Special . Education, Forms CorfA>ittee 

^ . The California Department -of Educa^<f|(ft, Office of Special Education 
product sample special "education forms, ^^'^draft of these forms were 
obtained February, 1980. 

•The bata Items Included on these forms were critiqued using the 
fol lowing codes: 

M Mandated data Item ' 

DM = Mandated* data Item, but dup Heated on a prior form ' 
I = Data Item needed to Identify the student 

A 3 Data Item needed for the administration of the educational program, 
but dupl idate'd on a prior form. 

QM 3, There fs a question as to whether this data Item ^as mandated 

N = Data 1 telfn was not heeded . 

QM = Data item was .of questionable need ■ . 
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1 • 1 REFERRAL FORM 



DATE I / . 



Name: ^— ^Blrth Dat e ^—^/ I S e x 

'Last First M, L 

Address: ^— Phone; 



Referred by: ^— ^ / 

(Name/Title or Position) 

Individual referred is: / N / / I In public school / I In private school 

/ / Not In school 

/ A / / k I r'k'l 

School : Grade: ' Teacher/Counselor: ^ 



I h I I h I 
District of Service: — District of residence: 



Name of Parent/Gua rd I an : 



Address (If different): 



I h I I h I 

Home phone: ■ . - Work Phone: — - 



Language in home: English^ Span i sh B oth Othe r ^-^^ 

Primary Language of pupi I : • ^ 



A. REFERRAL INFORMATION 

' / M / 
K Reason for referral : 



2. Describe steps that have been taken to assist pupil in area(s) of difficulty: 
/"/ - SESRs only 



3, Other agencies Involved: ^ 



4. Optional: How did referring person hear about Special Education? / QN/ 

Radi o T V N ewspaper Word-of-^uth Brochure 

In service Posted Notice Annual Notification from school district 



Principal , . ^ 

B- SQHOOL INFORMATION ^ • 

i; If referred is of school age, but not attending school where are pupil rebords? 



I Ml - 

■ \ 
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CLASSROOM TEACHER/COUNSELOR SHOULD COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING: 

1. List prior special edocation programs/servi.ces: / QN / 

2. Number, in priority order, only those areas of concern / QN / 



■ ■• AREA 
Speech/Verbal Communication 
Visual 
Auditory 

In-Class Social Behavior 
Out-of -C I ass Soc i a I Behav i or 



7 



AREA 

Work Habits 

General Motor Behavior^ 
Academics 
Attention " 
Absentee i sm/Tard i ness 



3, Indicate specific observed behaviors for areas checked above: 

4, Describe program and materials used with student: 

/ oFT/ 

♦ 

5. Estimated performance level: / QN / ' / 
Reading: 

Math: ^ 
Oral Language: ' 
Written Language: ^ • 
Other: • • 

6. Areas of strength and/or interest observed in student: /W"/ 



ERIC 



/ON / 



Signature 



/ON / 



Date 
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1 .2 NOTIFICATION OF REFERRAL AND INTENT TO ^SSESS 

Dear . : DATE /A^/ / / 

' ' ^LJ , ^has been referred to the School Appraisal Team/ 

Educatfonal Assessment Service (SAT/EAS) as perhaps being in need of special education 
services. Not all individual&*who are having difficulties in school need special 
education. The pupil may remain in the regular class with special materials, equip- 
ment, consultation, or assistance provided to the regular teacher. But some, have 

exceptional needs which cannot be met in the regu I ar school program alone. Your 

child may have a need for one or more of the following Special Education Services /M__/ 

The p.upif remains in the regular cl^^ss : Special materials or equipment, 
consultation or assistance are provided to the teacher and-pupil- ^^^^ 

Designated Instruction and Services :' The pupiLis enrol l'e3>in the Regular 
School Program and receives special support which may IncludeNsuch services 
as adapVlve physical education, speech or J-anguage therapy, assistance for a 
hearing or visual' Impairment, etc. (A pupil may also be enrolled In^any of 
the programs listed below and receive these services.) \ ^ 

Resource Specialist Program : The pupil is enrolled in the Regular School 
Program for the majority of the school day and receives assistance from a 
Resource Specialist. ' ^ ' — ^ 

Special Class : The pupil is enrolled in a special claSs for the majority 
of the school day, unless otherwyise specified, which provides instructional 
emphasis for his/her special needs. The pupil may also spend some time in 
regular school programs. The special class may be at the student's home 
school or may bd^at another school, in the community.) 

Non-Publ Ic School : The pupil is enrol fed^ in a private school if the Educa- 
tional Assessment' Service determines thai/ services appropriate to the individual's 
specific needs are not available in^tlw^public school. This Is provided at no 
* cost to the parent. , — 

/ , 
In order to deteonine need for these services, it may be necessary to conduct an 
. assessment of your chi ld. If so, an assessment p Ian with a request for your consent ^ 
to assessment: 

7 A / is attached, / A / wil| be sent to yoiti within 15 school days 
/ A / is not necessary. 

The assessment plan will out I ine the areas in which your son/daughter needs to 
be assessed. The results of the assessment wi I I help us make recommendations for 
progratns/ services to be provided at no cost to you In order to more adequately meet 
your son 's/daughter^s educational needs. Read the plan, then reply as soon as 
possible. If you wish, you have at least ten CIO) school days from the above date 
to reply- No assessment placement or service will occur without your written 
permission . You will be invited to discuss the assessment results and to plan'' 
your child's school program. 

Enclosed is a copy of Parent and Student Rights. If you have any questions, please 

contact: \ \ . ^ 

^ • SAT/EAS Representative ^ ^/ f 

School /District/Agency ^ . 

Telephone - ■ • 
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2.1 ASSESSMENT PLAN 



sDATE ^— ^ / 



To parent of : ^ ; Birth Date: 

(Last) , (First) (Middle) 

School /Area: - ^— ^ . " 



/ I / 



The purpose of this assessment is to (jetermiAe individual needs. The assessment 
•results may indicate a need for special education services or may i'adicate the. 
need to modify the regular program. Assessmervnin areas checked below will be 
conducted by appropriately quaTified staff^and, when appropriate, use a suitable 
interpretor or pre-recorded tests i^n the individuals primary language. Th^ 
assessment may include student observation in a group setting and/or. interview 
with you, pi us. a review of any repgrts you have authorized pr that already exist 
In current school records. 

The foj lowing assessments as checked will be administered. 

/IT/, 



Acadefnic/Pre-Academic Achievement 



V 



Purpose: .These tests measure current readlng^^spel I ing, an^T arithmeti^c 
or pre-readiness skills such as matching or sorting. Tests may include, 
but are not I imited to: ^_ 

^-^^S ol: I a I /Adgot i ve Behavior 

Purpose: These^cales of development heip to tel l what an individual 
can do for him^lf and how he gets along with other people. They may 
include, but are not limited to: \ 

^ • . V. ■ — —rr 



^-^^P sycho-Motor Development 

J^urpose: Instruments in this area rtieasure how well an individual coordinates 
body movements in small and large muscle activities. They are also measure 
visual -perceptual skills. They may include, -but are not limited to: 

^—^^C ommun ication Development 



Purpose: These Jests measure the Individual 's abi I ity to understand, 
relate to and use language and speech clearly and appropriately. They 
may include, but are not limited to: . 



„ 10. 



2.1 ASSESSMENT PU\N 



r 



/ M / J. * ' 

— ^ Intel lectual Development 

. Purpose: These tests measure how well an Individual remembers what 
he has se^n and heard around him, how well he/she can use. that infor-^ 
mat I on, and how he/she solves problems. They also reflect learning 
rate and assist In predicting how well (s)he will do in schook Verbal 
and performance Instruments are used, as are appropriate. Tests may 
Include, but are not limited to: 



^-^^V I s t on and Hearing ' * " - ' * 

Purpose: to evaluate the ablfity to see and hear.*^ These may include: 



/ M 7 

D evelopmental History ^ 

Purpose: To check the pattern of pupIMs growth^ and develi^tpmeot. These 
may Include: . ' ' 



/ M / 

Career Assessment 



Purpose: Tovmeasure career related occupational interests and aptitudes. 
These may Include: ' 

/ M / \ ' 

O ther (Include Vocational or Mejdical Assessment Here) 



■1. . 
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2. 1 ASSESSMENT PLAN 



The professionals cheeked below will be Involved In the Individual assessment 
outlined above: / M / 

A udioloqlst:^ Nurse; Physlcia^n; Psychologist; ^ R emedial/ 

Adaptive Physical Education Teacher; R esource Special 1st Teacher; 
.Speech and Language Special tst; Teacher ;__o\er 



Specify 



If you have any^ questions about the above Assessment Plan / please- cal I the 
fdl lowing person before signing:. 

/"W • ' /"da/ ^ 



Name of SAT/EAS Chairperson " . * Phone Number 



Please check the following Items, if appropriate: 

If student often speak s other than^ Eng I ish at home, please indicate 
language: ^-^^ y ^ ' 

If (appropriate) will submit a written report from: * 

^ ' " . ^ . H • 

(Name/Title of person/agency who has assessed my son/daughter) 

. - ' 

I hereby give my permission for the assessment Indicated above to be made/ I 
understan5v that the results will be kept confidential and that I will --be invi^t,ed 
to attend fhe School Appraisal Team or Educational Assessment Service meeting*^' 
to discuss the^ results. It is^also my understanding that no educational ^ 
placement/service wi I I result from/ this assessment without my written permission 

/ M / /ITJ 



Signature of Parent Date 



A 



1 i 
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3.2 PARENT NOTICE' OF MEETING 



Annual Review / M/ 



Dear 



Date 



/ A / 



We are pl^anning a meeting of the Sc hool Appraisal Team/Educational Assessment 
Service concerning your child> / I / ^ . You are invited to 



attend and participate In this meet 
^* Date /IT/ / 



ing. We^^h^y^ 



scheduled J'he meeting for: 



Time / M/ V 



Place / M/ 



Please use the form below to notify us if this is convenient. 

The purposes of this meeting are to discuss or review your cj}j>d^s^eed for specie 
education and/or services/ to recommend an appropriate educational placement, "and, 
when special .(education) is necessary, to write -aij Individuanzed edwcatlon progre 

You wi IvK meet with one or more persons from our s|:t)ool staff. The following staf1 
•memberjs have been asked to participate: 



/ / Special Education Administrator/Desi-gnee 

/ / Special^ Education Teacher 

/ / Regular Classroom Teacher 

/ / Psychologist 



/ / Speech and Language Special is1 

/ / Program Special ist 

/ / Resou rce * Spec i a I i sf 



/ / Other 



You may bring a representative with you or you may designate another person to 
be your representative if you arp unable or do not choose to attend. /-tt/ 

A summary of your rights and the due process procedures for appeals and fair 
hearings is given on the back'of this sheet^^ — y If you want further information 

about your rights-or the purposes of this meetTng, please contact: ' 

/M7 + . u . ^ / W 
^ telephone number^ — 



Sincerely, 



\ Name of Chairperson 



/DA/ 



cut off, fill out and return 
I plan to atte'nd the meeting. /--^W do not plan to attend the meetir 



' request a different time/place - 
' wi I I send a representative: 



Cdate) 



(time) 



"(name of representative) 




Parent's Signature 



Student's Name\ . 



RETURN TO: 
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3.4 INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM/PUPIL PLACEMENT SUMMARY 

(Completed Annually) ■ ^ 

School . . Distric t ■ Meetmg Dat e^^^ / / 

SAT Meeting/DM/ EAS Meeting /ml ■ Review Mtg. /mT 

Pupil Nam e ^-^ .A S bx: M ^ J-^ F Birth pat e A ge 

S treat Address /DA/ ^ M a i 11 ng Address /~07 

Cit y • /DA7 • Zip /DA/ D istrict of Residenc e /DA7 Grad e/DA/ 

'Parent/Guardian /DA/ ' ■ T e.l ephone /DA7 ' 



Primary Language of Hom e /DM/ Primary language of Pupil /DM/ 

NES/LES (circle if appropriate) /^M/ " 
< Parent/Guardian was advised of meeting by: / Q/ Telephone Letter Other 

/ / Parent/Guardian and/or /~/ Parent's representative / 7 did / 7 did not attend 

/AM/ meet i ng 
State further actions taken: • 

SAT/EAS' RECOMMENDATIONS /"W START /^ END /]W" COMMENTS (LOCATION, TIMES/WEEK) 

/~7 RESOURCE SPECIALIST PROGRAM' . 

. ~. . . > w /QM/ 

/__/ PIS ^ 

/^ &l'S ' ^ 

' /~7 PIS ' ' ■ . ^ 

'■/~J P.£. TYPE: ■ : ■ •\: 



/__/ SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION \ 
./^^ CONTINUE IN CURRENT PROGRAM 
/~MODIFY REGULAR PROGRAM 

REFER TO EAS. 
/W" SPECIAL CLASS OR CENTER 
/^TREFER TO STATE , SCHOOL 
/Z7 NONPUBLIC, NONSECTAR I AN SCHOOL 
/37 EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR SERV.ICES 
/~ OTHER • - ■ 

/__/ PARTICIPATION IN REGUIJ^ PROGRA M /mT 



0* 



// TRANSITION RECOMMENDATIONS /M / 



/__/ PLAN FOR MEETING DISTRICT GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS (IF APPLICABLE) /_M/ 



1^ ' ' ^ 
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The persons whose signatures appear below participated In the development 
of the lEP^and agree to its contents unless otherwise noted • 

Signature of Attendees 

mrr Y=Yes n=no .tttt 

.—7. ^ I have a copy of my rights. 

Admin istrator/Designee ^ I approve of the p lacement of 

/_M/ my child 

Resource Special ist I participated in the develop- 

ment of the I^P 

/On7 I approve of the lEP developed 



/_M/ 



* _ for my Chi Id 

/ M/ /DM/ 



Other 



— y I disapprove of the recommended 
placement 

/QM/ I request an independent 
assessment at public 
expense 

/QM/ I request a fair hearing 

/QM/ I refuse special education 
for my chi I d 



Signature of Parent Date 



THE SECTION BELOW IS FOR UNDUPLICATED DIS ONLY-OTHER SERVICES USE RAGES 2 4 3 
Present Performance Level / M/ Education Need 



Annual Goal / M/ 
Implementor / M/ - LEA Only 
Minority Report (If any) /QN/ 
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District School - Date 



3,4 Individual Ized Education Program for Date / / 

Student's Name 

/SN/ . . 



Person completing form 



Present levels of performance - i Annual Goals Responsible 



(e.g. development In language, cognitive, affective, ' 
sensorVi and sensory motor functioning) 



Person 



/J/ ' '/%/ /J . V /DMMEAOnly 



c 

effort to achieve the written goals and objectives.) 



PL 94-142 (Section I21a.349 - Though the lEP is not a legal contract, the agency and teachel will make good faith 



Progress towards these goals was 'reviewed / / . A new lEP was developed / / 

(date) /T iW (date) 



District 



School 



/DA/ 



Date 



/A/ / / 



\ 



3.4 Individualized Education Program for 



/I/ 



Date 



/DA/ 



Student's Name 

Personnel responsible for implementation: ' — " ^"'^ 



Nameis) 



Person completing form 



,6oal I Obj. I, Short Term Instrifdtional Objectives Evaluation Criteria of Success- Evaluation 

Procedures ful Performance and 

Programs 



m Ml 



/M/ 



/M/ 



mi 



,{ 
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